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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION: THE PROBLEM OF CAREER MOBILITY 
A dominant concern among sociologists of science since Caplow and McGee's 
The Academic Marketplace (1958) has been the stratification within scientific 
disciplines and the criteria by which the professional scientist is evaluated. 
After this concern was extended by Berelson's (1960) survey of graduate educa-
tion in the United States and Sibley's (1963) assessment of graduate training 
in sociology, several researchers (Hagstrom, 1965a; Hirsch, 1968; Price, 1963; 
Storer, 1966) began to analyze the social structure of science. Although these 
and other researchers (Barber, 1959; Kaplan, 1964; Merton, 1952) are wont to 
1
mention the neglect of science as a topic within sociology, the observation 
that sociologists have had "more to say about themselves than about most other 
specific occupational groups" (Peek, 1971:443) is more warranted. However, the 
vast majority of these works in the "sociology of sociology" have been neither 
empirical nor systematic, but rather, speculative and anecdotal (Peek, 1971: 
445-446). 
Only recently, it seems, have sociologists accorded the "phenomenon of 
sociology" (Tiryakian, 1971) status as a legitimate specialty or area of 
inquiry within the discipline (Friedrichs, 1970:32). A description of the phe-
nomenon and the reasons for its legitimation go hand in hand. 
The sociology of science focuses on the interface of science and society 
(Barbt>r, 1959:218; Kaplan, 1964:853; Herton, 1968b), treating the former as an 
1 
2 
institution and an occupation, and taking the latter as a conditioning agent 
which enhances and inhibits the growth of science and its social product--
knowledge. If sociology is seen as a subset of science, then the elements of 
this subset encompass the phenomenon of sociology--not only 
a collection of abstract ideas, but .•• a social reality (and 
even multiple realities) produced by the actions of persons acting 
in concert with, and in opposition to, one another. Sociology's 
infrastructure is a human set of aspirations, of ideals, of wills, 
as much as it is a set of concepts or techniques; it has its social 
structures and organizations which are modified in time (Tiryakian, 
1971:3). 
These elements of sociology, as the set-definition requires, are charac-
teristics shared by other sciences. When these elements are compared across 
subjects, we speak of the sociology of science. When certain of these elements 
are isolated with respect to sociologists, we speak of the sociology of soci-
1 
~· In both cases, the actors and their actions are viewed in the context 
of a science, located on a continuum ranging from "big" and "hard" to "little" 
and "soft" (Mazur, 1968; Price, 1963). 
The present study can be defined as a sociology of American sociology 
prompted by a burgeoning research literature due, in large measure, to the 
founding of The American Sociologist. Add to this the ten-fold growth of soci-
ologists over the past thirty years, and the discipline 
begins to perceive itself as a problem turning introspectively to 
a continuous concern over those habits, rules of thumb, and assump-
tions that arc, during the routines of normal scientific activity, 
quite foreign to its taste (Friedrichs, 1970:29). 
In Kuhn's (1962) terms, sociology, in search of a guiding paradigm, is experi-
encing growing pains. The objectification of these pains legitimates the soci-
ology of sociology as part of sociologists' puzzle-solving activity. Whether 
~such ~ctivity subverts (Kapbn, 196l~:854) or informs (Gouldncr, 1969:xxiii; 
3 
Curtis and Petras, 1972) the progress of normal science is moot. Indulgence in 
academic self-scrutiny is evidenced by the sheer volume of publications and 
symposia on, by, and for sociologists. Though disjointed and plagued, like 
other specialities, by deficiencies of theory and method (Peek, 1971:446; 
Zuckerman, 1970), these works have explored most facets of the sociologist as 
academic man enveloped by structures endemic to all of science. 
Almost exclusively, however, studies have focused on visible or eminent 
scientists and their students, while ignoring the rank and file members of most 
disciplines. This preoccupation has generated a wealth of data, but kindles 
serious doubts about the generalizability of findings to the majority of scien-
tists--the less productive, the less rewarded, and the less visible. Suspect-
ing that the sociology of science has been, empirically, a sociology of elite 
I 
scientists, this researcher has opted for a broader sampling frame. And 
instead of a cross-sectional comparative analysis of scientists in several 
disciplines, a longitudinal analysis of career patterns among Ph.D. 's within a 
single discipline will be performed. This approach enables one to monitor the 
unfolding of ~cross section of careers from the perspective of individual, yet 
contextual, determinants peculiar to sociology. 
Another departure in the present design is its methodology. Unlike the 
"reactive" (Webb, et al., 1966) interview techniques employed by Caplow and 
McGee (1958) and McGee (1971) to illuminate the motivation for academic mobil-
ity, this study employs unobtrusive methods--gleaning information on job affil-
iations and professional behavior from a variety of institutional and organiza-
tionnl records. The use of "archival" data is long overdue in sociology 
(Glenn, 1972), and especially in the sociology of sociology (Peek, 1971 :446). 
L-~~----~--~----~~------~------~~~----~--------~--~ 
4 
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This method of data collection is proposed as a complement to more conventional 
instrumentation, e.g., the interview schedule and the mailed questionnair·e. 
Although the scope of the research lends itself to non-reactive measurement, it 
dictates that numerous data sources be sought. These sources represent pools 
of untapped data on a battery of potential explanatory variables. These vari-
ables are the monitoring devices by which shifts in the dependent variables of 
occupational mobility and professional prestige can be detected. 
Given these criteria, conceptualization of the problem can be narrowed. 
The mobility and prestige of sociologists is unique to the discipline, its 
orientations, its setting in the educational institution--in a maze of inter-
secting social structures. These structures define the sociologist from the 
time he embarks on an academic career in graduate school to the time he exits 
from the academic scene. These structures also operationalize the evaluative 
systems which impinge upon all sociologists, influencing--if not fixing--their 
communications, their rewards, their statuses in the discipline. Like any 
other society, then, sociology is stratified and sociologists occupy positions 
differentiated in prestige. The evolution of this society has entrenched these 
various evaluative systems. This study asks how, when and where has the 
entrenchment occurred?--with specific referents. 
The referents fall within the purview of related sociological perspectives 
the sociology of knowledge, social stratification, social organization, and the 
sociology of education. Some of the issues addressed by these perspectives no 
anchor the sociology of science in the seminal works of Merton (1938) on the 
institutionalization of science, Znaniecki (1940) on the scientist's social 
roles, L. Wilson (1942) on the professional behavior of academic man, and 
5 
Weber (1946) on the nexus of science as a vocation and the university environ-
ment. The affinity between such treatises and Chapin's (1934) early preoccupa-
\ 
tion with sociological manpower needs Yi§.-~-~ American Ph.D. production laid 
8 theoretical groundwork. While adumbrating fertile areas of inquiry, such 
works posed questions that remain to be satisfactorily examined. Out of the 
fertility comes this investigation. 
This study seeks to trace the careers of two cohorts of American doctorate 
sociologists--one pre-World War II and one post-war--from their academic 
origins to destinations. In so doing, a model (Spilerman, 1972a) for gauging 
the impact of individual achievement and structural constraints on intragenera-
tional mobility will be tested. This model has been applied neither to aca-
demic populations, nor to movements within and between the prestige strata of 
an occupational structure. 
An analysis of sociology as a structure which impels and precludes certain 
behavior is a "contextual analysis" (Colemanf 1958). The categorization of 
these aggregated behaviors relates two sociological units--the individual and 
his social context. The literature (cf. Berelson, 1960:124-125; Cartter, 1966) 
suggests that the main context of academic mobility--the differentiated system 
of departments, positions, and rewards in the discipline--has endured and 
crystallized over time. Thus, these elements comprise a hierarchical structure 
within which the movement of sociologists occurs. Cast into a discrete time 
framework, locations in the structure become a key to understanding careers, 
and indeed, the discipline itself. 
Although the prestige hierarchy is biased here in favor of Ph.D.-granting 
departmen~of sociology, it encompasses other occupational affiliations within 
6 
sociology and academia, as well as those outside of educational institutions. 
Hence, distributions of sociologically-trained manpower in various occupa-
tional sectors can be estimated. Such distributions characterize a profes-
sional life cycle that reflects ascribed and achieved bases of sociological 
prestige. The operation of these institutionalized bases in American science 
(S. Cole and Cole, 1967; Crane, 1965) links careers to the "going concern" of 
graduate education on which they bear. 
The task is to extract patterns of opportunity, training, and subsequent 
"rewards" (especially employment) which were fostered by sociology during the 
specified periods. Cross-disciplinary profiles of doctorate scientists 
(Harmon, 1965; National Academy of Science, 1963; 1968; National Science Foun-
dation, 1969; 1971) are germane to the task. As trend reports, they estimate 
I the parameters of growth and change in the deployment of scientists. This 
inquiry differs by following one science through two cohorts of its population. 
These cohorts are defined by year of Ph.D. re.ceipt. The differential job 
experience of and recognition allocated to the members of these cohorts are 
social facts. That these facts emanate from a common locus in the university 
suggests that something more than random processes are at work. That these 
facts mold careers beckons for systematic investigation of those processes. 
The study, then, is envisioned (1) as an independent check on the reactive 
technique of Caplow and McGee (1958) and others (e.g., McGee, 1971; Pankin, 
1972), for capturing the dynamics of mobility decisions (recruitment, bargain-
ling, etc.), (2) as a test of an unobtrusive method of data collection which 
!draws entirely on documentation for reconstructing patterns of behavior in a 
1 .. hl 1 d ( ) 
1n1g y specia ize population, and 3 as an application of a model which 
\ 
i 
7 
/ 
defines mobility as a probability process requiring multivariate time analyses 
so that the factors contributing to movements observed in two cohorts of 
American sociologists can be ascertained and generalized to other cohorts. 
Overview 
I 
CHAPTER TWO 
PERSPECTIVES ON THE PROBLEM 
The structure of any social system (cf. Parsons, 1951) can be examined 
from many perspectives. Each perspective has its theoretical utility; each 
emphasizes certain referents. The study of academic mobility and its corre-
lates straddles at least three perspectives: sociology of knowledge, social 
stratification, and social organization of the scientific profession and the 
educational institution. Each perspective provides a framework for (1) con-
ceptualizing the relationships postulated by the system construct, and (2) 
1 
observing the social processes which govern the formation, maintenance, and 
dissolution of those relationships. 
The literature is replete with idealizations of the processes antecedent 
to and consequent of academic mobility. They may be capsulized as follows: 
As academic disciplines become institutionalized (cf. T. Clark, 1968) they 
develop a reward system dictated by universalistic nonns (Barber, 1952; Merton, 
1968b:591-614) which are transmitted through socialization in graduate school 
(Hagstrom, l 965a: 9-12; Rosen and Bates, 196 7). Like any "pure" science degree, 
the Ph.D. in sociology is called a research degree (Storer, 1966). Therefore, 
if certification of one's competence is signified by the awarding of the 
degree, then the discipline assumes that the recipient will participate in its 
formal communication system (Hagstrom, 1965a:23-68; Lin and Garvey, 1971) and 
8 
9 
reap the rewards befitting his contributions. Because publication is the com-
modity of exchange in science (Hagstrom, 1965a:l2-13), the formal recognition 
of one's disciplinary peers is the basic reward (Merton, 1957). The sacrosanct 
norms of science regulate this exchange process in another way. Sociologists 
are typically hired to teach full-time and research part-time (Folger et!.!.·• 
1970:244). Yet they are rewarded for their part-time job (Gaff and Wilson, 
1971:476; Riesman, 1964; L. Wilson, 1942:194). As a result, scientists are 
placed into the occupational structure of their disciplines as "educators." 
The academic appointment itself becomes a reward or form of institutional rec-
ognition {S. Cole and Cole, 1967) reinforcing the scientist's occupational 
identity (Becker and Carper, 1956; Glaser, 1964; Gottlieb, 1961). Higher-order 
professional rewards then accrue from this occupational base (S. Cole and Cole, 
I 
1967; Kash et al., 1972). 
The many assumptions underlying this idealization have been seriously 
challenged. Since the criteria for evaluating the competence and potential of 
scientists lack consensus (Hargens and Hagstrom, 1967), several indicators of 
a scientist's merit or worth to his disciplinary "community" have been explored 
(S, Cole, 1971; 1972; s. Cole and Cole, 1968; Crane, 1965; Hagstrom, 1971). 
With the advent of the "publication explosion" (Barber, 1959; Price, 1963), 
"publish or perish" became an operational definition of the situation. Thus, 
journal publicatiun has been studied extensively both as the vehicle for com-
municating technical information and as the prevalent criterion by which the 
rewards of science are dispensed. Because scientists publish differentially, 
they are rewarded differentially. Indeed, only a small proportion of scien-
tists have been shown to contribute to the communication system of their 
L 
I 
10 
disciplines; consequently, a small core of scientists within each is respon-
sible for most advances in knowledge (J. Cole and Cole, 1972; Price, 1963). 
This cursory review provides us with two versions of scientific behavior--
the ideal and the empirical. Some of the disparities between the system con-
struct and observed processes are salient: the Ph.D. in sociology is granted 
as a research degree, yet most recipients fail to fulfill the expectation of 
productive research careers. What impact does deviation from the norm have on 
the operation and progress of the discipline? What impact does such "norma-
tive" deviation have on the careers of those "deviant" scientists? Do they 
receive the conventional rewards of their profession anyway? Finally, does 
differential socialization into the disciplinary community inhibit many soci-
ologists from receiving the professional recognition of high-status employment 
throughout their careers? Different perspectives magnify these questions by 
abstracting various processes and enabling the dissection of their "parent" 
structures. 
The Sociology of Knowledge 
Central to both the selection and management of the mobility problem is 
the sociology of knowledge. The sociology of knowledge is less concerned with 
scientific knowledge than, in the present context, with the outlooks, concepts, 
and work styles of sociologists. 1 It argues that scientific thought does not 
proceed in a vacuum, but in a socially constructed atmosphere. This atmos-
phere, Popper (1950: 213)--borrowing from Mannheim (1936)--calls "the social 
habitat of the thinker." This habitat determines a whole system of opinions 
and theories which appears to him as logically and trivially true. This system 
~taken as self-evident; yet it involves assumptions different from the J 
11 
/ 
assumptions of other thinkers from other habitats. Each of these different 
socially determined systems of assumptions is an ideology. Consistent with 
this is Kant's view that 
knowledge is not a collection of gifts received by our senses and 
stored in the mind as if it were a museum, but that it is very 
largely the result of our owri mental activity; that we must most 
actively engage ourselves in searching, comparing, unifying, and 
generalizing, if we wish to attain knowledge (Popper, 1950:214). 
The sociology of knowledge looks upon science as a process that operates 
in the mind or "consciousness" of the individual scientist, or perhaps, as the 
product of such a process. Ironically, the scientific method and objectivity 
do not result from attempts of an individual scientist to be "objective," but 
from the cooperation of many scientists. Scientific objectivity becomes a 
product of the social or public character of scientific method--inter-
subjectivity. "And the individual scientist's impartiality is, so far as it 
exists, not the source but rather the result of this socially or institution-
ally organized objectivity of science" (Popper, 1950:220). 
Graduate school is where the norms of science are inculcated; the gradu-
ate department is the habitat of research sociologists--present and future. 
Different habitats give rise to different assumptions and potentially com-
peting ideologies. Remarkably, the social and psychological processes which 
spawn such diversity of thought, integrate the thinkers into a disciplinary 
community. Despite the diversity, the socialization processes operate effec-
tively, though imperfectly, and constrain most thinkers to adhere to the sci-
I 
entific method and community standards of objectivity (Bendix, 1971:176). 
Widespread adherence or "intellectual consensus" becomes a mechanism of social 
I 
Jcontrol in the community (Collins, 1968:126). 
t~ ~~~--~--~~~~~.-.~------~~----~--~-----~~------~--------~--~------..... 
12 
That broad procedural norms of disciplinary communities affect the content 
of their scientific work is the theme of Kuhn's (1962) controversial history of 
science. In characterizing scientific communities as beset by repeated, yet 
irregular alterations between "normal science" and "scientific revolutions," 
Kuhn advances the notion of "paradigm." Its ambiguity notwithstanding (Kuhn, 
1962:x,10,17,41,42,43), the concept is offered as 
a coherent, unified viewpoint, a single overarching Weltanschaaung, 
a disciplinary Zeitgeist, that determined the way scientists of a 
given tradition viewed and dealt with the world, that determined 
what they would consider to be a legitimate problem, a piece of 
evidence, a good reason, an acceptable solution, and so on (Shapere, 
1971:707). 
Even in the postscript to the revised edition of The Structure of Scientific 
Revolutions (1970) where Kuhn recants2 most of his assertions about paradig-
.. ,, .. .. .. .. . - . . 
f;IVWt;:l.' Ut;: Lt;:d.L.L.l.l.111:3 L.llC:ll. I.lit:: 1.:Ullt;t::pL. bL.C:lUUl:i J.OC I.lit! t:!lll.l.Ct! c.;011::;1.eJ.La-
tion, the concrete puzzle solutions which, employed as models or examples, can 
replace explicit rules as a basis for the solution of the remaining puzzles of 
normal science" (1970:175). 
Paradigms are thus seen as transcending ideological conflicts, and uni-
fying the members of a disciplinary community. An organic solidarity borne 
from such intellectual consensus is "the fascination of normal science": it 
makes the rules work (Barber, 1964:298). In other words, what the community 
says is rational and scientific, is so (Shapere, 1971:709). Yet a scientific 
community consists, according to Kuhn and others, of the practitioners of a 
scientific specialty. 
To an extent unparalleled in most other fields, they have undergone 
similar educations and professional initiations; in the process 
they have absorbed the same technical literature and drawn many of 
the same lessons from it (Kuhn, 1970:177). 
13 
On the one hand, the socialization of scientists tends to produce persons who 
S trongly committed to the central values of science that they unthink-are so 
ingly accept them (Hagstrom, l965a:9). On the other hand, academic departments 
which comprise the nucleus of any disciplinary community may approach the same 
subject from incompatible viewpoints. Such rivalries or "schools of thought" 
are alleged to be one source of resistance to discoveries in science (Barber, 
1961:601). When schools of thought override the norm of openmindedness, objec-
tivity is supplanted by ideology and polemic (Merton, 196lb), Barber explains 
that 
as a scientist gets older he is more likely to be restricted in his 
response to innovation by his substantive and methodological pre-
conceptions and by his other cultural accumulations; he is more 
likely to have high professional standing, to have specialized 
interests, to be a member or official of an established organiza-
tion1 and to be associated with a 'school.' The likelihood of all 
these things increases with the passage of time, and so the older 
scientist, just by living longer, is more likely to acquire a cul-
tural and social incubus. But this is not always so, and the older 
workers in science are often the most ardent champions of innova-
tions3 (1961:601). 
The seeds of receptive and resistant behavior are inevitably planted in 
graduate school. Whether they blossom into overt ideologies is of crucial 
importance to a science. For ideologies are anathema to science. Despite 
resistance by scientists themselves to abandoning the established paradigm, 
they eventually force a change in the paradigm. 
But the scientific community's consensus on a given paradigm can 
cause a long delay in the acceptance of a scientific revolution, 
the movement from one paradigm to another. Scientific revolutions 
can also come about in another way, when it is recognized that 
'normal science' is not working effectively, when, for instance, 
the puzzles it sets cannot be solved, or when they yield different 
solutions to different scientists. This kind of 'felt' crisis in 
science produces quarrels among scientists over the rules of their 
game, and the crisis is resolved only when a new conceptual and 
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procedural paradigm wins out in the competition among various 
'schools' (Barber, 1964:298). 
Sociology has been called "pre-paradigmatic" (Kuhn, 1962) or "low paradig-
matic" (Lodahl and Gordon, 1972) at best. Sociology should thus be rife with 
ideology and polemic. It should also be transmitting ideology (latently 
perhaps) to its prospective thinkers, i.e., doctoral students. For Kuhn, the 
significance of such anomalous activity--whether normal or revolutionary--is 
its community base. He urges that to discover and analyze anomalous behavior 
and the scientific revolution it portends, one must first unravel the changing 
community structure of the discipline over time. The emphasis, therefo~e, is 
on a paradigm governing not a subject matter, but rather a group of practi-
tioners4 (1970:179-180). Herein lies the synthesis of Kuhn and Popper. While 
1Kunn=s 01st1nct1on between normal science and scientit.ic revolutions reveals 
the major dynamic element in the consensual basis of any scientific conununity, 
Popper shows how intersubjectivity makes that consensus effective (Bendix, 
1971:177; Friedrichs, 1970:190). 
The self-proclaimed "felt crisis" of sociology has revolved less around 
declining consensus on what is objectivity and more around charges that loyal-
ties to different schools of thought are politically motivated. Inquiry into 
the validity of ideas tends to·shift toward preoccupation with their origin 
{Wolff, 1959:43). Although the failure of one school of thought to gain pre-
eminence in sociology appears to be a phase in its paradigmatic development, 
the problems, methods, and "eclecticism" (Hagstrom, 1964:195) of the discipline· 
may preclude the dominance of any one school (Leventrnan, 1971:363). 
In the meantime, ideology and polemics thrive, fed by the growing institu-
t:.~::..::_::~:_ation and burcaucrntization within the discipline. Such growth 
I 
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simultaneously changes the basic criteria for judging the value of scientific 
research. Thought becomes functionalized; it is interpreted in terms of its 
psychological, economic, social or racial sources and functions (Merton, 1968b). 
The intrusion of extrinsic monied interests into the selection of research 
problems poses a real threat to graduate education, as Weber cautioned decades 
ago. The principle of "ethical neutrality" attests to the autonomy of disci-
plinary communities and "the freedom to pursue the values of science within the 
relevant limits, without being overridden by values either contradictory, or 
irrelevant, to those of scientific investigation" (Bendix, 1971: 183). 
Because sociological research, especially since World War II, has come to 
depend upon resources beyond the direct control of sociologists themselves, the 
ideological battles have intensified. No longer is the tentativeness of all 
scientific knowledge and its eventual obsolescence synonymous with the scien-
tist's idea of unlimited progress. According to Bendix (1971:178), excesses 
like pedantry, premature publication, faddism., and conspicuous erudition (in 
Veblen's sense 5) are seen as rationalizations not of a particular orientation, 
but of an ideology protecting a set of interests. These interests are intrin-
sic to the discipline insofar as they seek to modify its prestige structure, 
e.g., establishing a school of thought as the dominant paradigm. But as Veblen 
(1957) suggested academic prestige may be viewed as a type of institutional 
"good will" which attracts money from potential benefactors and could be unre-
lated to scholarly quality or achievement. Indeed, he perceived American 
institutions of higher education as business enterprises which acquired pres-
tige by improving and expanding their facilities6 (cf. Halsey, 1961; Hargens, 
1969:18). 
I 
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Historically, then, the interface of science and society is cast in a dif-
ferent light. Extraneous factors have penetrated higher education. Such 
encroachments have, at once, permitted graduate departments of sociology to 
become crucibles of knowledge and habitats for imparting different knowledge, 
and ultimately, ideology. Different knowledge and different training? will 
undoubtedly predispose sociologists to different professional work styles.8 It 
is the reception of those styles and their products within the discipline that 
betrays ideology. In Mannheim's (1936) terms, sociologists have ideologies 
with which they try to build "utopias"; they try to convert their vested inter-
ests in a paradigm into a "controlling interest" of the discipline. 
With growth in the sheer number of graduate departments of sociology 
(Sibley, 1963), a proliferation of competing ideologies could be expected 
(Horowitz, 1970:130). It is feasible that some of these ideologies would not 
embrace the norms of science and that some sociologists would not be impelled 
to participate in their disciplinary community. That community cannot be 
treated as a monolith. A diversification in the location of educational 
centers has "heter-ogenized" graduate training. Whereas twenty schools pro-
duced an average of forty-five new doctorate sociologists annually from 
1935-39, almost twice as many departments contributed three times that number 
in the late 1950's (Parsons, 1959:551). By 1970, over one hundred American 
universities were granting the Ph.D. in sociology (A.S.A., n.d.). 
The "like-mindedness" of sociological training thus appears to.be an 
anachronism. While the social processes involved in that training still vary 
with time and place, the disparate orientations with which sociologists are 
ushered into the community imperil its very "consciousness of kind." When this 
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intellectual discourse becomes infused with judgments about orients~ happens, 
tions or traditions. Theories become matters of vested interest and are seen 
as imposing self-serving structures on the phenomena they purport to explain. 
Sociological knowledge becomes politically tainted and its pursuit ideolog-
ically motivated. But 
one fact is that no intellectual critique can escape the dilemma 
that its strictures of other positions entail consequences for 
itself as well. The ideological critics of the scholarly community 
may question the conditions on which it is based and the conse-
quences to which it leads. But they can do so only on the basis of 
value-assumptions leading to the formation of more or less cohesive 
groups of their own, and with no more immunity than scholars have 
against the destructive use (or abuse) of their intellectual 
posture (Bendix, 1970:183). 
What remains is that articulations between habitat and time of graduate 
petition is waged outside the disciplinary community. When such activity 
becomes centrifugal, scientists flee the scientific arena. For as the scien-
tific community loses its insulation from external influence, it loses its 
purpose. "Irrational" concerns prevail. It is precisely this irrationality 
that the sociology of knowledge addresses. It is the presence of irrational 
elements in the professional socialization of sociologists that similarly 
affects their career patterns. 
The sociology of knowledge perspective captures both the inconstancy and 
social determination9 of sociological behavior--from its origins in graduate 
school to its impact on the disciplinary community. In the words of Mannheim, 
what the s0ciology of knowledge seeks to reveal is merely that, after 
knm>'ledge has been freed from the elements of propaganda and eva 1 ua-
t ion, it still contains an activist element which. for the most part, 
has not become explicit, and which can not be eliminated, but which 
~--"""""-
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at best, can and should be raised into the sphere of the controllable 
(1936:296). 
That sphere is controllable through the solidarity of the disciplinary com-
munity. This solidarity is made organic by the intersubjectivity practiced by 
the community; it is made explicit by the sociological "testing" and sharing of 
paradigms vying for ascendance, yet promoting a centripetal ("within-
discipline") intellectual consensus. 
The sociology of knowledge shows that "social bounds are a factor, not a 
barrier, in scientific work" (Horowitz, 1970:17). The social stratification 
perspective can clarify what those bounds are and how they structure both the 
sociological community and the careers of individual sociologists. 
Social Stratification 
Just as heterogeneity in a disciplinary community makes it viable, so it 
also facilitates the ascendence of some of the community members. Members of 
the sociological community are individuals who come from training habitats, or 
Ph.D.-granting departments. These departments form a structure of stratified 
relations specific to the community. As Parsons (1962:14) points out, univer-
sity departments are the "center of gravity" in higher education~ they are the 
focus of stratification. 
All communities institutionalize some balance between equality and inequa~ 
ity, This institutionalization of differential status helps preserve order in 
the community by rewarding valued behavior (Parsons, 1970:10). When the per-
formance of valued behavior becomes concentrated in certain departments, struc-
tural inequality assumes a pattern or system of stratification. Membership 
alone in these departments constitutes an ascriptive base which affects future 
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status opportunities (Parsons, 1970:21-22). Indeed, this is the case in 
American science.IO The "better" the school, the more it may contribute to and 
enjoy the "Matthew effect" (Merton, 1968a). Not only do "the rich lindividuals 
and institution~/ get richer" in immediate prestige, but in the trained capac-
ities which, if competently used, enhance their "life chances" for achieving 
higher status than would otherwise be possible {cf. S. Cole and Cole, 1967; 
1968). 
The functional theory of stratification (Davis and Moore, 1945) asserts 
that legitimate inequalities will be "won" from a base of equal opportunity. 
The justification for this assertion is that rewards go to different achieve-
ments in terms of their functional contribution to the development and welfare 
of the community. Criticisms of this view {Buckley, 1958: Gouldner, 1970:138-
1 
338; Horowitz, 1970:160-194) have not deterred its currency in the sociology of 
. 11 
science. 
Clearly, "knowledge and its extension bring power and prestige" to indi-
viduals (Nagi and Corwin, 1972a:l0) and to groups which can be dysfunctional to 
a disciplinary community. Differential opportunity in sociology originates in 
graduate school, where the visibility and reputation of a department may 
diverge from (Collins, 1971; Oromaner, 1970), or at least lag behind (Lewis, 
1968), the "actual" quality of its graduate program and faculty. With a rise 
in the number of Ph.D.-granting departments in sociology, the quality of gradu-
ate training, however operationalized, has probably declined(Berelson, 1960: 
132-33). This decentralization has been paralleled by an increasing heteroge-
neity of the undergraduate backgrounds of doctoral recipients 12 (Astin, 1965; 
Reid and Bates, 1971; Zelan, 1971). Nevertheless, attracting promising 
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students (Lewis, 1968:131) and research monies (Axelson, 1960; Hagstrom, 1971; 
Orlans, 1962:138-145; U.S. House of Representatives, 1965:60-62) remain the 
highest unstated university priorities. Their paramount value should be shared 
by students, for the graduate school is the critical rung in the academic 
career ladder (Berelson, 1960:109), leaving an indelible mark on the student's 
career: 
The handicap of initial identification with a department of low pres-
tige is hardly ever completely overcome. The system works both in 
channeling students into graduate school and then in channeling them 
into jobs (Caplow and McGee, 1958:225). 
The "cannibalism" (Borgatta, 1969) of the "multiversity" has been sternly 
indicted: 
First, the graduate schools import the colleges' most valuable 'raw 
material,' i.e., gifted B.A.s. They train these men as scholars. 
~!-..:. ~~:;~ .:...[ ;..!n::.ut L.:1cy ~c:cp ~v~ i...~n:!Ut~t!i.vt:!~, 1...i1t! re:sL c:i1ey expor-c t:O 
the colleges whence they come, to become teachers. Like all impe-
rial powers, the graduate schools believe they are doing their 
empire a favor by keeping order and maintaining standards within 
it (Jencks and Riesman, 1968:515). 
Empire-building an9 -bolstering, it would seem (Boalt and Lantz, 1970:86-
87; Leventman, 1970:351), run counter to what Parsons sees as "the 'democrati-
zation' of the system through more rigorous institutionalization of equality of 
opportunity" (1970: 22). Rather than a functional redistribution of talent and 
resources, American science has manifested an "academic class" bias. A spate 
of recent empirical evidence suggests that this bias has permeated the occupa-
tional structure of the biological and physical sciences (Crane, 1965; 1970; 
Hargens, 1969; Hargens and migstrom, 1967), engineering (Kinloch, 1969; 
Kinloch and Perrucci, 1969; C. Perrucci and Perrucci, 1970; R. Perrucci and 
Gerstl, 1970), nnd the social sciences (W. Bates _et al., 1972; Chubin, 1972; 
OromJrwr, 1970; Shichor, 1971; 1972). Pnrticularism does operate i.n the 
-• .J 
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i and hiring of scientists, especially new Ph.D.'s from prestigious recognit on 
departments. These scientists are endowed with a "halo" of quality even before 
I 
they have demonstrated their competence to their colleagues and prospective 
employers (Zuckerman, 1970:246). 
Given these data, the functionalist argument becomes tenuous; presumably, 
as long as the discipline's self-orientation is subordinated to its collective 
orientation (Parsons, 1970:14), the distinction between particularism and uni-
versalism (Parsons and Shils, 1951:82) can be enforced in the scientific 
domain. The distinguishing criterion is whether or not standards governing 
interaction are dependent on or independent of the relationships between the 
status characteristics of the individuals and academic departments involved. 
Universalistic standards are independent of such characteristics. Hence, they 
are the most credible media of social exchange and stratification in science 
(Kimberly, 1970:81). 
A basic imperfection in the exchange process, then, is the scarcity of 
scientific prizes (Glaser, 1964:2) divisible among many scientists who qualify 
for them. Inequity results when some, who have contributed just as much to the 
community as others, are disproportionately rewarded. True, such inequity 
creates and maintains a highly visible class of eminent scholars whose findings 
the community will closely scrutinize (J. Cole, 1970), thus identifying more 
effective channels of communicating scientific discoveries (Lin, 1971; Lin and 
Garvey, 1971) than the publications of obscure, though deserving researchers 
(Merton, 1968a:59). But what about 11 the cumulative effects of inequities on 
the motivations of members of a system in which recognition is presumably based 
on achievement" (Nagi and Corwin, 1972a:23-24). When particularism underlies 
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the bestowal of recognition, how resilient is the faith of sociologists in the 
universalistic norms of science? 
If the Matthew effect involves a "misallocation of credit" that is dys-
functional for the careers of some individuals (S. Cole, 1970:287), it is due, 
t "gate keepers." in part, o The gatekeeper role involves the assessment of the 
performance of scientists at every stage of their career. More than just a 
mechanism developed by scientific communities for keeping ideology and contro-
versy within bounds (Nagi and Corwin, 1972a:22), gatekeeping can (1) restrict 
the dissemination of information through editorial rejection of manuscripts 
(Crane, 1967b; deGrazia, 1963; Zuckerman and Merton, 1971), (2) concentrate 
funding for research,13 and (3) affect both the mobility of individual scien-
tists and the distribution of personnel within the occupational structure 
(Zuckerman and Merton, 1972:316). In this way, American scientists appear to 
be bred from a mixture of "contest" and "sponsored" mobility (Turner, 1960), 
the former emphasizing performance, and the latter, practiced by elites who 
arrange for the selection of their successors (Caplow and McGee, 1958:168; 
Hargens and Hagstrom, 1967:34; Zuckerman, 1970:245). 
In short, although universalistic standards seem to prevail in American 
science, particularism is very much at work. Likewise, in American sociology, 
as rewards beget rewards, the gap between the elite and the rank and file 
becomes more visible. The factors of differential socialization, unequal 
facilities and funds, and the omnipresence of gatekeepers operate structurally 
(Clemente and Sturgis, 1972) so that one's initial position in the stratifica-
tion system affords differential access to, and utilization of, the means for 
achievin& mobility. 
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Stratification posits the existence of strata or "specifiable subgroups 
that continue through several generations to occuey the same relative positions 
and to ~;~e:i.ve the same relative amounts of material ends, prestige, and power" 
(Buckley, 1958:370). It is the structure of the community that defines the 
dimensions of stratification. These dimensions link collectivities--academic 
departments and strata--and individuals located in them. Given the prestige 
hierarchy of strata in sociology (Cartter, 1966; Glenn and Villemez, 1970; 
Janes, 1970; Roose and Andersen, 1970), the distribution of manpower at time t 
reveals, in fact, the distribution of a fundamental reward--position or employ-
ment in the disciplinary community. Viewing this same distribution at t+l and 
t+2 yields a dynamic picture of realignment among the position-incumbents. 
When the academic performance of the incumbents is weighed against their aggre-
1 I 
gated movements, the "process" of sociology's occupational structure can be 
gauged. 
By incorporating a temporal dimension and social contingencies, the allo-
cation of sociologically-trained manpower to positions in the disciplinary 
hierarchy shows the interplay between ascription and achievement. As in other 
occupational hierarchies, the social contingencies of originl4 and influence 
disturb placement processes (Blau ~nd Duncan, 1967:7). Thus, elite subgroups 
develop, circulate, and perpetuate a visible stratum. Some individual scien-
tists--the sponsored and the contested alike--strive to join that stratum. 
All are "on the make" (Shamblin, 1970). Their success or failure depends, in 
good measure, on the openness or closedness of the structure. Not just the 
transitory states of the marketplace, but the more stable conditions of strati-
fication will dictate the incidence and degree of intra<lisciplinary vertical 
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mobility or immobility. These conditions are (1) commitment of community 
members to scientific goals, (2) widespread knowledge of the bases of community 
stratification, and (3) consensus on criteria of evaluation of these bases 
(Kimberly, 1970:96). That these obtain incompletely in sociology is both a 
cause and an effect of mobility. 
Movements of doctorate sociologists within a prestige stratum, between 
strata, and outside the department hierarchy of the discipline are indicative 
of structural conditions which promote or inhibit such behavior. 15 When job 
affiliations of community members are traced through a sequence of fixed inter-
vals, both the social order of the community and the career patterns of the 
members emerge. 
Since the reward system of the community is made explicit in its social 
I 
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in actual moves, a reciprocity of mobility channels and mobility rates is 
implied. 
The structure embodies the time-bound variables of habitat, ideology, and 
performance which cumulate and henceforth appear as a stratified system of 
rewards. Variability of rewards disperses individuals throughout the struc-
ture, yet integrates them into a paradigmatic community. Careers, though dis-
cretely time-bound, occur in disciplines which seem timeless in providing an 
egalitarian context (J. Cole, 1970:401) for the entrance and exit of personnel. 
Indeed, the social nature of stratification is the mechanism for hastening and 
prolonging both entry into, and escape from, a disciplinary community. 
Social stratification assures that careers are patterned by the same 
processes which sustain the sociological community as a whole. In historical 
perspective, patterns of movement typify the structure of the community. The 
next task: how do modes of organization predispose doctorate sociologists to 
behavior that sustains that structure? The answer to this question involves 
the third theoretical perspective discussed at the outset of this chapter, 
namely, social organization. 
Socia~ Organization of a Disciplinary Community 
What has heretofore been referred to as a disciplinary community, is more 
accurately, the social organization of scientists. As Ben-David (1965) has 
argued, the vital step in the history of Western science was the creation of 
organizations, namely, the "autonomous university corporations," the internal 
structures of which could develop independently of lay values and practical 
concerns. Few would dispute that the university gives the scientist an "ortho-
do:~" occ11pati·on:il role--a livelihood and an .Acceptnble status in society 
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(Parsons, 1962:14). In terms of organization, sociology is a scientific disci-
pline "_e!imari ly dedicated to the advancement and transmission of empirical 
knowledge in its field and secondarilx to the communication of such knowledge 
to nonmembers and its utilization in practical affairs" (Parsons, 1959:548). 
Insofar as sociologists have given primacy to their role as scientists, to 
that degree they have promoted sociology as a profession. The development of 
any discipline and the training of successors to carry on that function circum-
scribes a professional role. That role has bifurcated into teaching and 
research components as the occupation of science has undergone professionaliza-
tion {Collins, 1968:130; Goode, 1957). This process derives from that knowl-
edge base of the occupation and its service or collectivity orientation (Goode, 
1960:913). The evolution of scientific occupations into professional communi-
ties parallels the establishment of universities and the institutionalization 
of innovations in them (Ben-David and Zloczower, 1962; Caplow, 1964; T. Clark, 
1968; Gusfield and Riesman, 1964). Case histories of these processes are 
plentiful (Ben-David, 1960a; 1960b; Ben-David and Collins, 1966; Goode, 1960; 
Pavalko, 1971:17-43). 
As inferred from Table 2-1, the dimensions of the disciplinary model 
qualify sociology as a profession. But how do professional expectations trans-
late into professional behavior? If the dimensions of the occupation-
profess ion model denote the necessary conditions of professional status, then 
the organization of the discipline should be sufficient for sociologists to 
achieve that status. Execution of the professional role is thus tantamount to 
one's career. 
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TABLE 2-1 
The Occupation~Profession Model 
Dimensions 
Theory, intellectual 
technique 
Relevance to social 
values 
Training period 
Motivation 
Autonomy 
Commitment 
Sense of community 
Code of ethics 
Source: Pavalko (1971:26) 
Occupation 
Absent 
Not relevant 
Short 
Non-specialized 
Involves things 
Subculture unimportant 
Self-interest 
Absent 
Short term 
Low 
Undeveloped 
Profession 
Present 
Relevant 
Long 
Specialized 
Involves symbols 
Subculture important 
Service 
Present 
Long term 
High 
Highly developed 
Since the careers of sociologists originate in the university, and for a 
vast majority (Ehrlich, 1971:50; Harmon, 1965:16,65), proceed in the context of 
educational institutions, universities have been studied as organizations (E. 
Gross, 1968; R. Perrucci and Mannweiler, 1965) and as "total institutions" 
(MacDonald, 1966:285-289). Both analogues assume that the settings for socio-
logical work elicit professional behavior congruent with disciplinary expecta-
tions. As was noted in the previou~ sections, these settings are uniform 
neither in their expectations nor in the behavior they reward. Sociologists 
are therefore trained in habitats and typically employed in educational 
settings 16 which share an occupational commitment; but these settings may rein-
force alternative operationalizations of the professional role. The organiza-
tional units with which the sociologist affiliates--including professional 
associotionsl7--encornpass the tensions which the occupation-cum-profession has I 
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yet to resolve. American sociology has "condensed" these tensions into one 
salient dilemma--competition versus cooperation. 
The career becomes a running adjustment (E. Hughes, 1958) between these 
two facts of professional life: (1) the establishment of priority rights over 
new knowledge (Merton, 1957) and the communication of such discoveries through 
publication; and (2) the pursuit of organizational contexts which are conducive 
to such efforts. The conformity to professional expectations that both of 
these processes entails structures the competition-cooperation dilemma. But 
what does this same conformity mean for the social control of the discipline 
and for the careers of these sociologists enamored of an "unorthodox" profes-
sional life-style? 
Careers in American science may be viewed as rationalized occupations 
I 
insofar as requirements for qualification, performance, and advancement become 
standardized and institutionalized. 
In sociology, this occurs within the context of the academy itself 
undergoing profound rationalization, where careers are increasingly 
built on the standardized criterion of quantity of publications 
rather than the more difficult one of quality, and amount of a 
grant rather than its potential for producing new knowledge. Few 
academic sociologists have been denied tenure or promotion solely 
because their publications were poorly received by.their colleagues 
in the professional journals (Leventman, 1971:352). 
Even this jaundiced view presupposes only one professional life-style--that the 
sociologist contributes (however trivially) to the knowledge of his discipline 
through the literature, is affiliated with a university that exerts strong 
institutional pressure to maximize his contributions, and manifests, in general, 
1a cosmopolitan orientation to a L' p~0~'5ional activities and community of disciplin.:iry specialists through memberships. 
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Not all sociologists are "cosmopolitans" (Gouldner, 1957; 1958) geared to 
professional rewards and feedback from a nationwide network of specialists. 
Some sociologists are "locals" hired to teach, and geared solely to the rewards 
of the employing institution. This freedom of choice inherent in academic 
settings, according to Riesman (1964), attracts many to an occupation where the 
scientist ~ college professor can "set his own goals" beyond teaching and 
other curricular duties, and in effect, create his own institutional norms. 18 
Another typology developed to account for variance in the professional 
role behavior of sociologists is the "disciplinarian" versus "subject matterist'' 
orientation (Friedman, 1967). Here a distinction is made between a "learned 
discipline" or research-oriented science and a teaching-oriented "profession": 
the latter epitomized by subject matterists who service a particular clientele, 
I 
notably junior college students. The significance of this role is that, at 
last report (Sibley, 1963:47), the ratios of Ph.D. 's and of M.A. 's to B.A. 's 
in sociology were 1:44 and 1:15, respectively. This sensitizes one to the fact 
that the M.A. is rapidly becoming the terminal degree in sociology19 (Horowitz, 
1970:130)--a "loophole" in sociology's claim to professionalism (Stoddard, 
1968). This fact has prompted other lucid criticisms of graduate training, 
none more applicable than the following: 
The role of style in sociological job-placement often rests on 
socialization processes which favor conformist students. Since the 
senior professional staff derives its status at least in part from 
where it sends i.ts graduate trainees, nothing becomes more symbolic 
of failure in the eyes of a professional staff than granting a 
higher degree to an unsociable person, to a maverick, or to any 
deviant from sociological norms. A chain of conformism is estab-
lished which itself represents a serious violation of the canons 
of sound sociological work (Horowitz, 1970:147). 
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Apparently, a strain of nonconformism is scattered amidst the ranks of 
doctorate sociologists, as Horowitz (1970:195-220) acknowledges in pointing to 
8 double dichotomy of sociological styles. In terms of the disciplinary model, 
he distinguishes between "professionals" who tend to have other working sociol-
ogists as their main reference group, and "occupationalists" whose orientation 
is to a "directly concerned public, whether real or imaginary." Occupational-
ism, he cautions, should not be considered a less sophisticated version of pro-
fessionalism. The former centers on the "recipients" of knowledge, the latter 
on the "dispensers." Yet these empirical work styles share an emphasis on 
standards of quality and the need for educational certification. 
In a real sense, both professionals and occupationalists are 'pro-
fessional' in their fundamental connections with a university, and 
both are 'occupational' in that the criteria for such appointments 
and promotion otten depend upon originality: brilliance, and intel-
lectual productivity (1970:206). 
As a foil to these "mainliners," Horowitz identifies two other types, 
"unsociologists" and "antisociologists. 11 These "marginals" are an alienated 
breed. They exist because professionalism, although an organizational anchor 
for sociology, contains dysfunctional elements--"degenerative devices for 
enforcing early career decisions, 20 ensuring consensual indoctrination, and 
crystallizing conventions into dogma" (1970: 215). 
Marginality and retreatism are not uncommon among academic professionals 
(Pavalko, 1971:30), especially when discrepancies between individual and organ-
izational expectations are widespread (Nagi and Corwin, 1972a:l4-21). With the 
routinization of the research process, the cosmopolitan-disciplinarian-
mainlincrs--the presumed modal category of scientist--have tried to reduce 
social distance between themselves and others like them in the amorphous 
I 
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community. Not only do they avail themselves of opportunities to present 
papers at professional meetings, but they have formed pockets of informal 
contacts called "invisible colleges" (Price, 1963:62-91). These contacts are 
specialists at different institutions who serve as a buffer between the individ-
ual preparing a manuscript and the audience that will scrutinize it. The cir-
culation of preprints among these ingroups is legitimate for expediting infor-
mation cxchange. 21 For those on the research forefront of some specialty 
area, 22 criticism in a climate of in-group collegiality supplies valuable feed-
back. It is through informal structures like the invisible college that scien-
tists practice scholarship and build confidence in themselves as well as in 
tentative findings. It is these kinds of gratification that mediate institu-
tional norms and make them meaningful on a day-to-day basis (Hagstrom, 1965a: 
28-43). Surely the distribution of preprints, the scheduling of extra-
departmental conferences a~d seminars, and the growing evidence of research 
teams, research institutes, and multiple authorships, support the invisible 
college hypothesis that primary groups in science are the real gatekeepers of 
the formal--and competitive--communication system23 (Crane, 1969b; Mullins, 
1968; Price and Beaver, 1966). 
Gatckeeping may indeed be a role around which the social control of scien-
tific inquiry is organized. Collaboration and competition become strangely 
juxtaposed. As Leventman has pointed out: 
an incrcasin~ number of the most professionalized departments at 
A~rrican universities exist only on paper, so fragmented have they 
become due to the removal of their members into separate research 
institutes established an<l supportC'd by gcnC'rous foundation grants. 
T!wsp cc>ntcrs conduct resenrch in narrowly de finl'd tcchnica 1 terms, 
oftc•n in<lt'pcnclent of the sociologic,-11 discipline altogether, and 
1wrh~1ps most significantly, they trnin students to cnrry on the 
0\1cr:Jtions of the ;icademic c~mpircs thus (~stnblisbed (1971:351). 
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1 In countering this charge, J. Blau (1972:8) reiterates that for progress in 
its practitioners must keep in close contact with one another, so that science, 
they ~ evaluate contributions on their merits alone. "This universalistic 
ideal in science is thre9'Cened by the group loyalty that is promoted within 
cliques or substructures." Invisible colleges are self-sustaining precisely 
because group loyalty or social solidarity perpetuates particularistic values 
which, in turn, strengthen segregating boundaries between subgroups (P. Blau, 
1964:284-294). 
From the subgroups or Ph.D.-granting departments of sociology's prestige 
structure have sprung a number of extra-departmental ingroups whose members 
exchange privileged knowledge in areas of specialization. Thus, the inequities 
described previously extend even to the accessibility of research information, 
1
fostering all the while, collaboration24 in a competitive profession (Collins, 
1968:128). 
The implication of this division of labor in science for individual 
careers and social control are many. Scientists are competitive because they 
are engaged in the socially valued activity of producing knowledge. One who 
makes an original contribution has produced knowledge and is rewarded for it. 
Because knowledge is a commodity that can be produced only once (unless it is 
lost), it is by its very nature a scarce good, and hence, engenders competi-
ti on. 
The only possible modification of this competition, as long as the 
production of knowledge remains a value, would be for knowledge-
producers to cooperate ••• and split the rewards among themselves. 
But such cooperation would not eliminate the inherently competitive 
nature of knowlcdce-production; the very cooperation is dictated by 
the existence oC the competitive situation (Collins, 1968:129). 
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for those sociologists to whom the production of knowledge remains a 
value, their conformity and consensus are major sources of social supreme 
control in the community. Institutional behavior becomes, as it must, a matter 
of voluntary acceptance of disciplinary norms (Leventman, 1971:355; Merton, 
l968a). For those disillusioned with the researcher or "research entrepeneur" 
(Bennis, 1955) role, and its corollary role of gatekeeper, professional status 
must derive from teaching and/or administration. Each of these four roles 
defines the domain of the scientist (Zuckerman and Merton, 1972:314). The 
range of that domain is the organizational contexts in which role performances 
are validated. If validation reinforces both standards of performance and 
position in the organization (Zuckerman, 1970:252), then it helps advance the 
scientist to a higher position, perhaps in a different institution with differ-
1 I 
ent standards (Glaser, 1963:276). As a result, the employment (or basic organ-
izational affiliation) of sociologists rewards certain behaviors and precipi-
tates others that are oftentimes signalled by movements to other contexts or 
employment altogether. 
Indeed, seventy-five percent of Caplow and McGee's (1958) national sample, 
and almost sixty percent of McGee's (1971) Midwest sample of faculty members 
(in private liberal arts colleges), indicated that the impetus for changing 
affiliations was dissatisfaction with some feature of the internal structure of 
the employing institution. Are academic professionals pushed out of positions 
or pulled? The literature on the relationship between complex organizations 
and professionals employed by them suggests that (1) organizations employ pro-
fessionals and both adjust to meet mutual needs, and (2) the conflict between 
professionals and their organization stems from the operation of two different 
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of social relationships--collegiality and more formal role-sets. Formal-
types 
Wh 1'ch in the present context, can be understood as the rationalization of um-- ' 
American sociology--involves the imposition of non-preferred relationships 
which may stifle the work of the professional, especially the creative proc-
esses invoked by cooperation and competition (cf. Back, 1962). Just as formal-
ism acts as a push factor (Haas and Collen, 1963), so does professionalism, by 
providing the expectation for upward mobility which may be gained by changing 
organizations. The professional orientation which ties "cosmopolitan" sociolo-
gists to informal communication networks also creates a differential awareness 
of job opportunities. Collegiality, on the other hand, with its "local" 
emphases should act as a retentive mechanism (Pankin, 1972:2-3). 
As implied by the above, the orientations of academic professionals make 
I 
them Janus-faced (McGee, 1971:39). 
I 
Sociologists are no exception: one face isl 
turned outward toward the arena of the disciplinary community, the other turned 
inward toward the organizational norms and allegiance of the campus community. 
Few ever rid themselves of this "either-or" proposition, thus making their 
career a series of accomodations to structural exigencies. How do Janus-faced 
sociologists try to resolve the problem? Some capitulate to the structure, 
while others "negotiate" by moving through it. 
Who moves through the structure and who stays is the final topic of this 
section. Indeed, why some sociologists ~ move and others~ 2-.t:!!Y is the 
central concern of this study. Empirically, there is no single structure, but 
at least three intersecting ones: the occupational structure, the regional 
structure, and the prestige structure. 
I 
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The occupational structure is created by the movement of academic profes-
sionals between occupations, and the social meanings attached to their distri-
bution and redistribution in the "society" of sciences. The regional structure 
reflects the migration of academic professionals which determines the relative 
distribution of technical skills in some geographic, e.g., national, space. 
Consequently, the regional structure has both intra- and inter-disciplinary 
significance. Finally, the prestige structure has as its referents academic 
departments within a discipline. The hierarchical ordering of these subgroups 
into strata constitutes a distribution of qualities embodied by the aggregate 
members of the community. 
Some members of these three structures aspire to have something they lack: 
a new occupation, a better region, a more prestigious position. Where the 
structures intersect is in the requisites for attaining these statuses. 
Findings of previous research reveal that: (1) mere possession of the 
Ph.D. enhances the attractiveness of sociologists, as evidenced by their higher 
turnover rate on college faculties (Pankin, 1972:5); (2) Ph.D.'s trained at 
the most prestigious institutions are most likely to migrate, and to migrate 
inter-regionally,25 thereby equalizing the distribution of talent in the U.S. 
(Folger et al., 1970:223-230); (3) when the prestige of affiliations is con-
trolled, inter- and intra-regional movement involving institutions of compar-
able prestige is common (Hargens, 1969:33-34); and (4) faculty with high insti-
tution~! (local) prestige and low professional prestige are most loyal to their 
university employer, Recruiting occurs within intra-regional hierarchies and 
between the departments in the upper strata of those hierarchies. Those 
departments interlock inter-rcgionally26 (Caplow and McGee, 1958; Crane, 1970). 
36 
Full professors and those over forty-five are more loyal than associate or 
assistant professors. Even when university prestige is held constant, those 
with the most professional status are least loyal. These data suggest that 
factors other than economic ones engender disloyalty as manifested by spatial 
and social mobility (Lewis, 1967b), and interpretable as an attempt to find an 
environment supportive of the research role (Glaser, 1965; Pelz, 1962). 
An interpolation of these findings is that there is no single academic 
labor market, but rather a "balkanization" of the market, with many submarkets 
differing according to discipline, specializations within it, and type (size, 
location, etc.) of institution (Brown, 1965). Frequently, these submarkets 
overlap, although their criteria for placement may vary considerably in their 
universalistic or particularistic content. 27 
If academic departments are treated as organizations or subgroups of a 
disciplinary market structure, then they must belong to an "organizational set" 
(Caplow, 1964:201-228). 
All organizational sets develop a prestige order by which the members 
of each organization and interested audiences outside the set can 
rank-order the member organizations of each set. This prestige 
ordering has consequences for all the various organizations within a 
set. The higher a particular organization is in the prestige hier-
archy, the more it can influence the formation of standards of 
achievement by which prestige within the set is evaluated ..•• 
/P/restige becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy by which those with 
the most prestige gain relatively more and those with the least may 
get even less over time (G. Gross, 1970:25). 
Organization and stratification, therefore, are reciprocal matters. Because 
resources from sources external to the set go disproportionately to those 
already at the top of the prestige hierarchy, new and less prestigious organi-
zations emulate those at the top and, by emulating them, reinforce the legiti-
macy of the cxistin~ criteria of evalu3tion (G. Gross, 1970:25). 
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Because organizational prestige influences individual status, the value of 
8 
position to its incumbent is determined both by his status within the organi-
zation and by the prestige of the whole organization relative to other sub-
groups in the set (Caplow and McGee, 1958:76). In the prestige structure of 
sociology, those organizations which fulfill the "functional prerequisites" of 
the profession--the training and certification of new practitioners--are Ph.D.-
granting departments. As an occupational setting, these university departments 
are most visible in the production and diffusion of knowledge. No other organ-
ization in the set--college, research institute, governmental or private 
. . t 28 agency--can compare in impor ance. As an occupational category, an appoint-
ment in a Ph.D.-granting sociology department is most prestigious because pres-
tige has become a measure of perceived quality (E. Gross, 1968:535-536). Only 
I 
the cosmopolitan sociologist--through his extensive informal contacts and 
output of publications--can command an "income" of influence, generate it in 
like fashion, and secure the rewards of the discipline. The essential reward 
is thus position in the set; collectively, these positions are a surrogate for 
organizational quality. 
In this sense, organizational prestige strongly influences the movement of 
sociologists from department to department, from job to job. It is the cosmo-
politan sociologist who is upwardly mobile. It is the stationary or downwardly 
mobile "academic barnacle" (Larsen, 1969:68) who copes with structural impedi-
ments to rewards by clinging to roles--ascribed or achieved--that are marginal 
in the professional community. A lack of research accomplishments is his 
undoing. A truncated career is the probable result. Such is the hypothesized 
oq_~~1niz<ttional state of affairs in a rationalized American sociology. 
38 
Theoretical Convergences: Mobility and the Educational Institution 
-
The preceding discussion and the research cited has substantiated that 
like other social institutions, the institution of science has its 
characteristic values, norms, and organization. Among these, the 
emphasis on the value of originality has a self-evident rationale, 
for it is originality that does much to advance science. Like other 
institutions also, science has its system of allocating rewards for 
performance of roles. These rewards are largely honorific, since 
even today, when science is largely professionalized, the pursuit of 
science is culturally defined as being primarily a disinterested 
search for truth and only secondarily a means of earning a livelihood. 
In line with the value-emphasis, rewards are to be meted out in 
accord with the measure of accomplishment. When the institution 
operates effectively, the augmenting of knowledge and the augmenting 
of personal fame go hand in hand; the institutional goal and the 
personal reward are tied together. But these institutional values 
have the defects of their qualities. The institution can get partly 
out of control, as the emphasis upon originality and its recognition 
is stepped up (Merton, 1957:658). 
Interestingly, documentation of sociology's failure to institute equal oppor-
1 
tunity includes recognition--sometimes tacit--of egalitarianism in education 
(Vaughan and Sjoberg, 1972). Some claim that the durability of this ethic is a 
tribute to its validity in science (J. Cole, -1970; Kaplan, 1964). But even 
Merton has expressed some reservation: 
Just as the motives of scientists may range from a passionate desire 
in the furtherance of knowledge to a profound interest in achieving 
personal fame and just as the functions of scientific research may 
vary from providing prestige-laden rationalizations of the existing 
order to enhancing our control of nature, so may other social effects 
of science be considered pernicious to society or result in the 
modification of the scientific ethos itself. There is a tendency 
for scientists to assume that the social effects of science must be 
beneficial in the long run. This article of faith performs tl;;-
functions of providing a rationale for scientific research, but it 
is rnnnifestly not a statement of fact. It involves the confusion of 
truth and social utility which is characteristically found in the 
non-logical penumbra of science (1962:25). 
Yet most sociologists of science have reified the "Mertonian paradigm" (a 
term coined by his students) which interprets the behavior of scientists as 
.....-~ ·. 
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conforming to lofty universalistic norms. It is an oversocialized conception 
of academic man. It is a functional view that attributes scientific contribu-
tion and rewards to norms shared uniformly by those comprising the disciplinary 
community. Closer to the empirical truth in sociology is that the deviates 
(non-research-oriented) outnumber the conformists29 (Babchuk and Bates, 1962; 
w. Bates et al., 1972; Chubin and Zelus, 1971; L. Wilson, 1942). This in itself 
is alarming in that those who persevere to obtain a Ph.D. should have internal-
ized the professional commitment to the research role (A. Bates, 1967:115-121; 
Wright, 1967). 
Even worse, the followers of the functionalist-consensus model have 
focused their research almost exclusively on "the cream" of the discipline. 
Thus, the "view from the top" has been limited to those "at the top." Given 
the skewed distributions of productivity and of rewards, such concentration was 
warranted. But it is no longer novel. These inquiries have produced a soured 
look at those scientists who fall in the modal category--the less productive, 
those not in a Ph.D.-granting department, the non-eminent. These scientists 
are commonly aggregated and treated as a homogeneous residual category--a 
blunder which threatens the validity of generalizations about the behavior of 
doctorate scientists. 
Even "academic stars" (Lewis, 1968) are confronted by inconsistencies 
among some scientific norms, so that disagreements abound in sociology. For 
example, sociologists must make new knowledge available to peers as soon as 
possible, but must also avoid rushing into print; sociologists must strive to 
know their field nnd the work of contemporaries and predecessors, while remem-
bcring thnt too much reading stifles creativity (Nagi and Corwin, 1972a:l9). 
.....-
~· 
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In view of such inconsistencies, some authors have rejected the consensus 
model, substituting for it conflict as a framework for analyzing academic 
behavior and organizational sets (cf. Boalt, 1969; Collins, 1971). 
Rather than the harmonious integration seized on by the functionalists, 
the conflict theorist admits that many routes (roles) lead to disciplinary 
goals (rewards)--though perhaps goals of unequal value. For example, to reward 
conceptual and theoretical contributions is one way for a discipline to compen-
sate for a lack of rigor in methodology. McCartney (1970:35) found that soci-
ologists today who adopt a rigorous scientific stance, complete with the use of 
statistics, will have more success in obtaining funds to do research and a 
greater probability of having the results published in major professional jour-
30 
nals (cf. Storer, 1972). 
sistencies within the normative structure of science may obscure the diversity 
of norms prominent in less "codified" disciplines like sociology (Zuckerman and 
Merton, 1972:308-314). 
As in all social systems, there is tension between the search of 
members for internal autonomy and the external pressures on the 
system. An important challenge to the norms of science, especially 
in quest for applied knowledge, comes from the openness of research 
to economic and political influences of the laymen who sponsor it 
and consume its findings. Typically, these patrons are neither 
committed to scientific norms nor qualified to bestow scientific 
recognition (Nagi and Corwin, 1972a:20). 
It is here that the functionalist and conflict perspectives begin to con-
verge. Merton (1965) sees eminent scientists as unwittingly caught up in 
exchange to commodities that are, ultimately, "subversive" of science. The 
reason for this is that norms governing the allocation of rewards in science 
are incompatible with those governing fame, high status, and wealth. What the 
brC'adth of dat3 on eminent sci<'ntists has conveyed is, in l!.'.lgstrorn's (1965a:l9). 
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"'ords, "any explanation of scientific behavior in terms of extrinsic rewards is 
weakened by the fact that many scientists in elite positions, whose extrinsic 
rewards will be unaffected by their behavior, continue to be highly productive 
and to conform to scientific goals and norms. 1131 In espousing the conflict 
view Collins notes that 
the brilliant scientist is entitled to his honor, his high salary 
and his light teaching load •••• The apparent conflict between 
material and ideal rewards arises only when the ideal and material 
rewards available for scientific achievement are put into competi-
tion with material and ideal awards offered to the same man for 
achievement according to some non-scientific standards (1968:131). 
Ultimately, the two main points of view in stratification theory converge 
on the problem whether science is "basically" competitive or cooperative. That 
the "lone scholar" form of research has been superseded by the research team in 
:>eLLing \nagl:icrom, i~o.50; M.erc:on, - - - - -1~01a1 nas e11c1c:ea a 
somber prognosis: the malintegration of the reward system geared to recognize 
individual performance, and the organization of contemporary science in which 
research is increasingly a collective rather than an individual effort, has 
disruptive potential which could undermine the stability of the present struc-
ture of science (Zuckerman, 1970:254). 
Stability here is the crucial word; stability over time is the key to 
social control in the community. Control in science has traditionally been 
exercised by solidary elite groups so as to affect the criteria for evaluating 
prospective candidates for positions in their top-ranked stratum. Despite the 
"head start" which the Matthew effect guarantees to some, most scientists who 
conform to the conventional criteria, earn professional recognition and rise 
anyway--irrespective of their academic origins (Hargens and Hagstrom, 1967). 
According to Crnne (1965: 710), scientists who man:ige to rise from lesser 
I 
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institutions to distinguished ones are more apt to have been "recognized" than 
their colleagues who are graduates of high-ranking universities. Zuckerman 
(l970:246) offers a more forceful interpretation: scientists who are upwardly 
mobile must be even better than their colleagues in high-ranking departments 
who, due to their academic "halo," had no need to demonstrate the same degree 
of performance. 
If, for a moment, the department strata in sociology can be considered 
status groups, then the struggle within the community for the scarce commodi-
ties of power and prestige can be seen as hinging not on the criteria for 
rewards, but on the motivation of individuals to maximize those rewards. Moti-
vation is differentially distributed through status groups and is reinforced by 
the members selectivity recruited to high-ranking departments in the "elite" 
stratum (Collins, 1971; Williams, 1968). Mobility occurs in this structure not 
only as a result of specific norms pressuring sociologists to be mobile, but as 
an outcome of the "universal ego-needs operating within stratified societies" 
(Lipset and Zetterberg, 1956). This hypothesis is tenable, but not in its 
claim to universality. Just as some doctorate scientists spurn the research 
role, some refrain from rnoving--vertically EE horizontally. 
The "likemindedness" still imputed to scientists (cf. S. Cole, 1972; 
Dietrich, 1972) about orientation and work-style is similarly inapplicable to 
mobility patterns. Mobility is a variable just like the motivation for mobil-
ity. There is no reason to believe that those at or near the top of the hier-
archy are motivated by the same expectations as those at the bottom. Why 
~hould those at the top move? How can those at the bottom move? The only 
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factor common to each is the Ph.D. conferred as a research degree. All scien-
t'fsts know that 
productive scholarship is rewarded in the academic professions. The 
professor who publishes does not perish and has some likelihood of 
being promoted. The much-published professor is likely to be involved 
in courtships with other institutions if he is not appreciated in his 
home department. Whether indiscriminate publication and poor work 
are rewarded along with good work is moot. The fact of the matter 
is that it is difficult to establish the quality of scholarship 
without some visible manifestations, and some publication appears to 
be a necessary condition for an indication that the person is au 
courant in the discipline (Borgatta, 1969:9). 
If publishing is the vehicle to career success, then mobility is one 
measure of it. For it is the scientist who capitalizes on his part-time job of 
research, while executing the duties of his full-time employment, who charac-
teristically moves. Since this orientation precedes disloyalty, the cosmopoli-
ltan, in Lewis' (1967b:642) terms, seems alienated from thAt ~spect of his life 
in the university, while the local seems alienated from a larger aspect--his 
discipline. And although a discipline proceeds "dialectically" through a 
conflict of different tendencies and orientations (Horowitz, 1970:206), those 
in a position to challenge the elite are struggling to join it through the 
traditional media of visibility to their colleagues. The struggle is what 
unites orientations, subgroups, and strata in a paradigmatic community. The 
cleavages internal to the community structure are never mended; they are clari-
fied by the struggle. This is the strain toward equilibrium in the structure 
and toward unanimity in its professional norms. 
How structural factors in sociology impinge on individual behavior is an 
historical question. If the cumulative effects of past social events and 
changes in the disciplines are considered, the career patterns of sociologists 
0 rir:._i?aLinr, :it a ccrLlin time nmt place need not appear as "functionally 
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necessary," but as one alternative among many that could have developed 
(Levcntrnan, 1971:357). 
~mmary 
This chapter has presented several perspectives relevant to the phenomenon 
of "academic" mobility--its temporal, institutional, and theoretical dimen-
sions. These dimensions define the scope of a sociological problem. Thus, an 
accurate "accounting" of mobility among doctorate sociologists must address the 
social vagaries of ascription amidst achievement in a discipline (1) evolving, 
yet relatively intransigent in its stratification; (2) insulated from, yet 
vitiated by, external society; (3) professionalized, yet polemicized by its 
members; and (4) "functionally" sound, yet empirically "aberrant" (cf. Gouldner 
1anci ~prene, i~o~; ropov1cn, i~oo). rne career patterns wrougnt by sucn a 
structure have been anticipated by this chapter. Next, a design suitable for 
their exploration will be detailed. 
' 
A Methodological Corrective 
i 
CHAPTER THREE 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
The framework developed in Chapter 2 proffers three views of doctorate 
scientists and a "trilemma" at the same time. Scientific communities are 
fraught with dissensus. Yet most researchers have underplayed or overlooked 
this fact, and the dominant paradigm has prevailed. Even those with data to 
disarm the paradigm have not done so or have tried, but to no avail. Thus, the 
dominant paradigm in the sociology of science, the Mertonian paradigm, has 
escaped almost unscathed: "tested," barely altered, and certainly not refuted. 
Buttressed by the evidence registered in the previous chapter, this researcher 
asks "why?". 
The Mertonian paradigm necessarily yields an elitist portrait of any aca-
demic discipline to which it is applied. In sociology, this is doubly so. 
Not only is the behavior of the eminent and visibly productive few equated with 
the "state" of the discipline, but such behavior is ~med to be representa-
tive of the pursuits of the non-eminent, less visible, and little published 
majority of sociologists. Thus, the theoretical "imperatives" lead to a meth-
odological bias: variables are defined and data sources selected so as to 
reflect the "workings of the system"--conformity to the ideal norms of publica-
tions and recognition. Such a facile strategy is suitable for studying the 
cosmopolitan, university-based sector of the discipline. This population, 
'~S 
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is but a subset of the universe of American sociologists. This can be however, 
empirically demonstrated, but. so must the career patterns of those who diverge 
from the ideal norms and the cosmopolitan orientation. Hence, a test of the 
' Mertonian paradigm vis-~-vis the above concerns is proposed. 
The problem of "measuring" careers is a formidable one. Most researchers 
have circumvented it by sampling from the subset instead of the universe. 
Hence, (1) only sociologists employed in Ph.D.-granting departments are drawn; 
(2) only data compendia, e.g., Sociological Abstracts, Science Citation Index, 
and the American Men of Science are consulted; (3) only findings on visible 
behaviors compared across disciplines are reported, thereby leveling any dif-
ferences within each discipline; and (4) these findings are inferred to the 
universe of sociologists, thereby reinforcing the holistic image of the disci-
1 
pline. This image of sociological consensus on norms, orientations, and work 
styles is, as contended thus far, illusory. 
The empirical task, then, is to sort out the professional choices that 
sociologists have made and to determine, over the long run, which choices are 
commensurate with "career success." By operationalizing success in conven-
tional terms, the prestige of affiliation or employment in the organization set 
becomes a payoff for certain choices. That these choices vary from sociologist 
to sociologist more or less distinguishes careers. That the payoffs vary indi-
Cates that either the reward structure of the discipline has changed, or 
rewards have always been contingent on behavior other than conformity to uni-
versalistic norms and the achievements it triggers. If mobility is a conse-
quencP of conformist behavior, then arc the non-conformists just doing a poor 
job of effecting the conventional work style? If so, their mobility should be 
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~-r restricted. If not, they are maximizing their rewards by conformity to differ-
ent expectations. Whether their rate of ascendence to positions of high repute 
-in the set rivals that of the "cosmopolitan" subset of sociologists is another 
question. 
Nevertheless, if there is more than one channel to upward mobility, then 
definitions of "conformist" and of "non-conformist" behavior may be misleading 
since the relative frequency of each belies its designation. Likewise, the 
assumptions underlying choice of work styles should be reassessed. Even if 
alternative work styles cannot be identified, their existence in the universe 
of sociologists can be inferred from the correlates of certain career patterns. 
Such is the methodological corrective intended by the present design. 
Data periodically produced for other than scholarly purposes are the 
ongoing, continuing records of a society. They are a potential source of 
varied scientific data, particularly useful for longitudinal studies. Besides 
the low cost to a researcher or research team amassing pertinent data, one 
advantage of archival material is its nonreactivity. Thus, if one wants to 
compensate for the reactivity of the interview and the questionnaire, unobtru-
/ 
sive measures are most attractive (Webb ~ al., 1966: 53). Unobtrusive measures 
connote one nonreactive method whereby archival data are accessed. 
Archives in the sociology of science are scarce. 1 The scarcity is due, in 
large part, to the unwillingness of sociologists to peruse directories, college 
catalof-ues, and professional documents, and "generate" archival data (Peek, 
1971:~46). In view of (1) the poor response rate to mailed qucstionnaires2 
(Hannon, 1965:3; Meltur, 191~9:25), (2) the smokescreen inherent in yi~ae 
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solicited as a data base,3 and (3) obstacles to the validity and reliability of 
information gathered in face-to-face situations (for a review, see Schnaiberg 
and Armer, 1972), the unobtrusiv~ approach poses a potentially fruitful alter-
native. This is not to say that the risks of error extant in archival sources 
are negligible, but "if they are recognized and accounted for by multiple meas-
urement techniques, the errors need not preclude use of the data" (Webb ~ al., 
1966:53). 
More precisely, this approach is not intended to replace but to supplement 
conventional instrumentation, and thus permit the access of data in a new way. 
Whether these data are really "new" is a test of the validity of previous 
findings. In another sense, this study is a partial replication, augmenting 
old findings with a new strategy of data-collection. Such methodological tri-
1 angulaLion" (Denzin, 1970:472) takes on substantive significance--from the 
operationalization of variables to the dissection of data arrays into 
"findings." 
The Poe_ulation 
In order to conduct a longitudinal "survey" unobtrusively,4 two cohorts of 
doctorate sociologists were defined: those who received the Ph.D. from an 
American university in the calendar years of 1935-39 and from 1955-59. Selec-
tion of these cohorts permits observation of one group completing their careers 
and another group approaching the midpoint of theirs. Defining these two popu-
lations, however, was more difficult than first imagined. The single best 
sampling frame is the roster of Ph.D. recipients compiled by the National 
Research Council, but only aggregate data are presented. Their Doctorate 
R0cords File lists annual output by discipline, granting institution, and sex 
----~---..... ----~------------------~--~----_. 
I 
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onlY· Four other sources which provide information on individuals were thus 
examined: Doctoral Dissertations Accepted by American Universities (now called 
Index to American Doctoral Dissertations), the American Journal of Sociology's 
listings of "higher degrees in sociology," the American Sociological Associ-
ation's directories of members, and the American Men of Science. The former 
two report names of new Ph.D. 's supplied by the granting institution. Because 
Doctoral Dissertations classifies dissertation topics, the number of sociology 
Ph.D. 's is confounded by other social science titles credited to sociology. 
Because various schools fail to report, the annual AJS census of new Ph.D. 's is 
never complete,5 The problem of underrepresentation also plagues the latter 
two sources. A.S.A. directories include dues-paying members of the associ-
ation, while the American Men of Science contains biographies only of those who 
have gained some visibility in their discipline. As mentioned above, this cri-
terion excludes most sociologists so that the utility of AMS and its forerunne~ 
Directory of American Scholars (1942; 1951) is limited. 
Reconciling the data on individuals was an exacting process. Inclusion in 
the population occurred when two sources revealed that an individual received 
the degree in either of the specified time intervals. If contrary information 
about doctorate field or acquisition of the degree within the cohort interval 
was discovered, the individual was eliminated f~orn the population. Conse-
quently, and in agreement with National Research Council estimates, the size of 
the 1935-39 population equals 234 and that of the 1955-59 population equals 
832. It was decided that the entire "30s" population would be analyzed and 
that a random sample of the "50s" population would be drawn. The size of the 
50s sample (28.12 percent of that population) was made comparable to that of 
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the 30s population. Hereafter, CM (cohort member) will refer to any of the 
LB unless sample or population is stipulated. 4u , 
By assuring that the doctorate was obtained in a department of sociology, 
something distinctive about CMs' training is being asserted. By subsequently 
evaluating the prestige of those same departments, it is postulated that the 
quality of doctoral training in sociology was heterogeneous across departments 
and homogeneous within. According to McGinnis (1971:6), if the doctorate is 
accepted as a form of certification as scientist-scholar, then it is assumed 
"that quality of producing unit equals quality of product." The arbitrary 
selection of two five-year periods becomes significant not in the years them-
selves, but in the type of instruction rendered during that unit of time. 
Thus, to define cohort as an "aggregate of individuals (within some population 
I 
definition) who experienced the same event within the same time interval" 
(Ryder, 1965:845) is to "standardize" at their origin the unit of analysis--
doctorate sociologists. What is suggested, then, is that the heterogeneity of 
training predisposes CMs to particular academic life styles and job affilia-
tions--whether structurally ascribed or achieved. 
The Variables 
Although it may be impossible to define a set of variables which satisfac-
torily measures "career success," information is available that could serve as 
indicators of one's contributions to knowledge through research (McGinnis, 
1971:6) and the correlates of such activity. This information is "retricv-
able." Thus, academic lifetimes of the respective cohorts will be recon-
structcd in terms of the following clusters of variables: demographic, publi-
cation.and citation. 
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The operationalizations of the demographic variables are summarized in 
Table 3-1. Suffice it to say that the importance of age at Ph.D., B.A.-Ph.D. 
time lapse, and professional age has already been demonstrated (for example, by 
caplow and McGee, 1958; Folger et al., 1970; Gaston, 1970; Hagstrom, 1971; 
Oromaner, 1970) as predictive of prestige of subsequent affiliations and 
research contributions. Indeed, a central concern of this study is the occupa-
tional positions that CMs occupy at various stages in their career. Because 
this concern has been predicated on the prestige of positions, several job 
codes were developed. Job affiliations were recorded at ten-year intervals, 
except for the interval between first job after Ph.D. and job in 1940 or in 
1960, which will vary from one to five years. Thus, the two dominant sources 
of individual status or visibility must be distinguished--the Ph.D.-granting 
I 
department and one's current job or department affiliation. 
The journals surveyed for publication data are listed in Table 3-2. The 
work of Chubin and Zelus (1970; 1971), Glenn (1971), Knudsen and Vaughan 
(1969), and Lin and Garvey (1971) justifies the selection of these outlets, 
some of which are "core" (Lin and Nelson, 1969) or "mainstream" (Glenn and 
Villemez, 1970), and others which are clearly multidisciplinary or of lesser 
perceived importance to sociologists6 (Glenn, 1971:299-300). 
The variable of publications was operationalized as the number of articles 
and research notes appearing in the twenty journals plus books authored or 
edited by CMs which were reviewed in ASR or AJS. Duplications or multiple 
reviews (including "panel symposia") were recorded as just a single book 
review. Therefore, no book or monograph earned more than one "credit." 
Artie h's per CH were band-counted and deri vcd from indexes (when available) to 
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TABLE 3-1 
Demographic Variables for Tracing the Career 
Patterns of Cohort Members 
Variable Operationalization/Source* 
Ph.D. school 
Sex 
AJS, AMS, ASA, !ADD 
AJS, AMS, ASA, !ADD 
AMS, ASA Chronological age at Ph.D. 
M.A. school AJS, AMS, ASA, cats. 
AJS, AMS, ASA, cats. 
AJS, AMS, ASA, cats. 
AJS, AMS, ASA, cats. 
Year of M.A. 
B.A. school 
Year of B.A. 
Number of different degree schools computed from Ph.D., M.A., B.A. 
school identification 
B.A.-Ph.D. time lapse 
Professional age 
year of Ph.D. minus year of B.A. 
1970, or year of death or retirement 
(AMS, AS, ASR) minus chronological 
age at Ph.D. 
First job after Ph.D. 
Job in 1940 
AMS, ASA, cats., pubs. 
AMS, cats., pubs. 
1Joo in .l.~.)V AM~, A~A. cats., pubs. 
AMS, ASA, cats., pubs. Job in 1960 
Job in 1970 AMS, ASA, cats.; GGDS; NFS; pubs. 
*AJS 
AMS 
ASA 
AS 
ASR 
cats. 
GGDS 
!ADD 
NFD 
pubs. 
annual American Journal of Sociology listing of higher degrees in 
sociology 
American Men of Science (9th, 10th, and 11th Editions); formerly 
Directory of American Scholars (1942; 1951) 
any of the six American Sociological Association Directory of Members 
(1950; 1956; 1959; 1963; 1967; 1970) 
obituaries in the American Sociologist 
obituaries in the American Sociological Review 
biographical data on faculty given in college and university cata-
logues 
faculty rosters in the American Sociological Association's Guide to 
GradtuH<:_ Departments of Socio.!.£.8y (1970) 
Index to American l!Jctoral Dissertations (1956-60); formerly Doctoral 
Dissertations AcccRted bv American Universities (1935-40; 1956) 
National Faculty Directory (Gsle Research, 1970; 1971) 
articles and book reviews authored by CMs plus "news of the disci-
pline" appearing in any of tbe twenty journals which provide informa-
tion about affiliations, job changes, deaths, etc. 
~· 
----------------------------~5~3~------------~-------------, 
TABLE 3-2 
Journals Surveyed for Publications 
of Cohort Members 
Journal 
American Sociological Review 
American Journal of Sociology 
Social Forces 
Sociorr.etry 
Social Problems 
American Sociologist 
Journal of Health & Social Behaviora 
Sociology of !::ducationb 
Sociological Quarterly 
Pacific Sociological Review 
Sociological Analysisc 
Public Opinion Q_uarterly 
1~rr}.~ ~ ueun_q_ue~cy_ 
Transaction-Society 
Rural Socio!£.gy 
Jo_urnal of Harriage and the Family_d 
De~graohv 
Administrative Science Quarterly 
Sociology and Social Research 
Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology & Police Science 
aformerly l_ournal of Health and Human Behavior 
hformerly Journal of Edu~~tional Sociology_ 
Cformerly American Catholic Sociological Review 
dformerly Marriage and Family Living 
Surveyed I 
Code From Year 
--
ASR 1936 
AJS 1925 
SF 1925 
-Socm 1955 
SP 1953 
AS 1965 
-JHSB 1960 
SE 1927 
2Q 1960 
PSR 1958 
--SA 1940 
.EQg 1937 
t;O.U 1~.:>.:> 
T-S 1963 
RS 1936 
~ 1939 
Dem 1964 
ASQ 1956 
SSR 1925 
JCLP 1925 
! 
~ 11 
--
I 
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the journals.7 Separate tallies were made for each CM of (1) total publica-
tions, (2) number of edited versus non-edited books, (3) total articles, (4) 
articles in general, specialty, and multidisciplinary journals, (5) number of 
single- versus co-authored publications, (6) attribution order, and several 
other variables. 
Since suality of publications has been shown to be a good indicator of 
visibility of research in the disciplinary community (for example, see J. Cole 
and Cole, 1972; S. Cole, 1971), this variable is indispensable to the present 
study. Citations have been pronounced the "best operationalization of quality 
to date" (Bayer and Foler, 1966; J. Cole and Cole, 1971; Folger et al., 
1970:256-268; Hagstrom, 1971). However, sociology lacks an accurate source of 
citation documentation. The Science Citation Index catalogues citations from 
only a smattering of recent sociological journals. Worse yet, multiple 
authored articles are credited solely to the first-named author, so that the 
amount of citation to younger researchers is -0nderrepresented (Crane, 1970:95~. 
The best workable alternative to this index is the hand-counting of biblio-
graphic references8 in the original journal articles, a retrieval procedure 
used sparingly in sociology (cf. Oromaner, 1972). 
Due to the unfeasibility of counting bibliographic references to articles, 
books, chapters appearing in edited books, and unpublished papers (especially, 
theses) of each CM in the twenty journals, a sampling plan was devised. Two 
calendar years from every ten years of every journal that has been in existence 
since 1940 were randomly sampled (see Table 3-3). By means of this strategy, 
the impact over time of specific works and specific authors on ongoing research 
can be approximated. Also coded were: (1) the citing and cited journal, 
Journal 
ASR 
AJS 
SF 
So cm 
SP 
AS 
JHSB 
SE 
~ 
PSR 
SA 
.KQg 
C&D 
T-S 
RS 
JMF 
Dem 
ASQ 
SSR 
JCLP 
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TABLE 3-3 
Journals Sampled for Citations 
to Work of Cohort Members 
Years 
46,48,52,59,63,68 
42,48,53,56,61,69 
43,46,50,59,60,70 
57,62,68 
53,62,65 
67 
66,69 
43,49,54,55,65,67 
63,69 
60,63 
43,44,55,58,66,67 
44,46,54,55,68,70 
59,61,69 
66 
40,44,53,57,64,68 
42,44,51,57,64,68 
69 
57,60,63 
41,49,52,57,63,69 
41,49,51,59,63,68 
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(Z) the year of citation, and (3) the number of citations to single- versus 
jointly-authored work--all of which convey information about the enduring 
quality of each piece, 9 and more subtly, about the authors and the intended 
audience within the discipline. Gauging the frequency with which a CM's work 
is cited goes beyond what the professional (peer) readership considers a schol-
arlY contribution (Hargolis, 1967; Oromaner, 1969), to identifying what jour-
~are "exemplary" of sociological scholarship (Friedrichs, 1972). Citation 
analysis-has proved to be a versatile tool in journal evaluation (cf. Broadus, 
1952; 1967; Garfield, 1972). 
The coding procedures make possible time analyses of the quantity-quality 
data and their relative influence on mobility. One shortcoming of the citation 
sampling plan is that a CM could receive citations to work not encompassed by 
I I 
the journals surveyed, and conceivably, not credited to his publication record. 
A preliminary analysis (Chubin, 1972) indicated that the situation of "zero 
publications and N citations" was quite rare,10 so that the strategy seems 
methodologically sound. 
In concluding this section, a note of clarification is offered: the basic 
intent of the present research is not to project sociological manpower needs 
for the '70s and '80s (see, for example, Ferriss, 1964; 1968 ; Kidd, 1973 ; 
Vaughan and Sjoberg, 1972 ). Although such pr0jections bear upon decisions to 
institute new doctoral programs in sociology in accordance with present Ph.D. 
production and climate of the job market, this study seeks to locate sociolo-
gists ~h~ .. ~~£been on the market, off the market, mobile, and immobile. Given 
the struct11ral conditions of the market (sociology's prestige system and 
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opportunities to advance in it), and the demographic profiles of CMs, can their 
movement in the structure be predicted? 
The Hypotheses 
The variables included in the research design may be combined into an 
indefinitely large number of hypotheses. Instead of taking an inventory of 
them, a few key hypotheses have been formulated which mirror only those sub-
stantive issues discussed in Chapter 2 to which the present data can speak. 
The issues may be summarized as follows: 
/S/ociology does not reward and recognize the quality of a researcher's 
efforts to the extent that has been supposed. Certainly with respect 
to recognition by peers, the quantity of one's publications is as 
important, if not more important, than the quality (Lightfield, 1971: 
133). 
1~i[n [ne excep[ion or a rew new graduates wno have already published 
extensively enough to establish a reputation in the field, the main 
basis for judging the potential of a new Ph.D. is the prestige of 
the department that granted his degree (Shichor, 1970:157). 
Finally, "market actives" are younger, hold degrees from better universities, 
have taken less time to get their degrees, and have been in their present col-
leges a shorter time than their less sought-after colleagues--convincing evi-
dence that the market does operate to identify the best available scholars 
(McGee, 1971). 
Are these recent findings empirically "retroactive"? The guiding hypothe-
sis is that they are: the market has operated so as to place and replace CMs 
in the prestige structure in the same way--irrespective of the temporal origins 
of their careers and the vicissitudes of the discipline. Some components of 
this hypothesis can test the stratification perspective: 
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The number of publications by and citations to CMs trained in 
prestigious departments is significantly greater than the number 
for those trained in non-prestigious departments. 
2. CMs who receive their Ph.D. at a young age are more likely to 
publish and produce quality work than those who are older when 
granted the Ph.D. 
3. CMs who complete their graduate training in a short time are more 
likely to publish and produce quality work than are those whose 
training took longer. 
4. CMs with a Ph.D. from a prestigious department are more likely to 
take first jobs in prestigious departments than CMs from non-
prestigious departments. 
Other hypotheses address the social organization perspective: how conducive to 
research is the work setting of the sociologist? 
5. The number of publications of CMs within the first five years 
after receiving the Ph.D. is predictive of their productivity 
throughout their careers. 
6. Publication of a quality piece--one cited frequently within the 
first decade of CMs' careers--is related to the probability of 
their publishing quality pieces later in their careers. 
7. CMs affiliated with a prestigious department move just as often 
as those affiliated with a non-prestigious department. 
And finally, three hypotheses encompass the behaviors shaped by organizational, 
institutionnl, and temporal factors: 
8. CMs who have published much and are cited frequently are more 
likely to move to or remain in prestigious departments than 
other CMs. 
9. The frequency of movement by CMs from prestigious Ph.D.-granting 
departments throughout their careers is no different from the 
movement of those from non-prestigious departments. 
10. CMs from prestigious Ph.D. granting departments move to presti-
gious departments more often than those from non-prestigious 
departments. 
These ten hypotheses are not exhaustive. They are simply the skeleton to 
\./hich the dcs-ir:n rincl its theoreticnl framf'1vo.rk have been p;earrd. Nevertheless, 
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1 implicit notions which are testable by the data will "fill out" the sever a 
body of findings. 
Blueprint for the Analysis 
~
Although a discussion of strategies for analyzing the data will be 
deferred until Chapter 4, a brief rationale will be given here. The strategies 
range from tabular analysis where gross contextual changes can be observed in 
univariate and bivariate distributions of variables within each cohort, to 
stepwise regression analysis of aggregated data on CMs. 
Stepwise regression analysis controls for the effects of each independent 
variable in a predetermined sequence. Entered into the regression are those 
variables that one hypothesizes could bias the relationship between the depend-
ent and independent variables. Variables are usually entered into the regres-
sion in the chronological order of their occurrence. The goal here is to 
explain variance in the criterion variable and to discern ~ variables 
reduce the residual sum of squares or explain the most in the criterion (cf. 
Astin, 1970). Examination of slopes and correlations (Blalock, 1964:50-52) 
answers, among other theoretical questions, whether the independent variables 
in the set are good predictors. By this strategy, data are amenable to cross-
sectional analysis where different (time-bound) variables can be added to or 
deleted from the set. The regression estimates will ultimately be used for 
predicting the location of CMs over time. These predictions will then be com-
pared to the observed distributions of CMs at the specified intervals to test 
the adequacy of the model. 
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This chapter has set forth a design that seeks to correct some methodolog-
ical flaws in the sampling and data-collection procedures pervasive in the 
sociology of science. In an attempt to extend the validity of inferences about 
scientific behavior and rewards, this design proposes a set of unobtrusive 
measures for tracing the career patterns of two cohorts of American doctorate 
sociologists. The exclusive use of archival data allows for the statistical 
analysis of several hypotheses deduced from heretofore reactive measurement. 
The main substantive hypothesis about the stability of the reward system and 
the allocation of positions in the discipline is methodologically significant 
in that a multivariate model of intragenerational mobility will be tested. 
r-
; -----------------------------------------------~--------------..., 
CHAPTER FOUR 
THE FINDINGS 
The data will be presented in two phases: collective and distributive. 
In the collective phase, the comparability of the two cohorts will be estab-
lished. Although the focus is a demographic description of the 30s population 
and of the representativeness of the 50s sample, this section will conclude 
with a cursory look at selected scholarly "output" variables aggregated by 
cohort. In the distributive phase, the cohorts will be disaggregated into sig-
nificant subsets as dictated by marginal distributions and correlation analyses 
of outputs controlling demographic "input" variables. The partitioning of CMs 
I by employment sector and relative frequency of movement and characteristics 
related to such behavior will be featured in this phase. 
The phases of data presentation are seen as cumulative. Dissection of the 
data in more than one way is a strategy oriented to a test of the mobility 
model in Chapter 5. Shifts in units of analysis and the temporal aspects of 
those units yield findings in both individual and contextual form. A separate 
reporting of these findings must precede any interpretation of careers and dis-
ciplinary trends. 
The Coll cc ti ve Phase 
Five demographic variables are summarized in Table 4-1. The sexual com-
position of each cohort is 73.07 and 82.94 percent male, respectively. The 
61 
L 
62 
TABLE 4-1 
Comparison of Cohorts 
on Five Demographic Variables 
Percent Male 73.07 (234) 82.94 (234) 
Number of 1 13.64 13.57 
Different 2 61.82 58.37 
Degree Schools 3 24.54 (220) 28.06 (221) 
(in Percent) 
Mean Age at .l:'h, l). jj,8) (_l.):,) :n. 78 (188) 
(in Years) 
Hean B.A.-Ph.D. 10.96 (219) 11.39 (222) 
Time Lapse 
(in Years) 
Mean Professional 30. 77 (141) 13.30 (202) 
Age (in Years) 
l_ 
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1935-39 figure is, of course, a population estimate, while the latter is a good 
approximation of the population granted the Ph.D. in 1955-59,1 84.86 of whom 
were male (NAS, 1963:51,53). Thus, females are slightly overrepresented in the 
28 percent sample of sociologists in the 50s cohort. 2 
I 
One indicator of the growth in Ph.D.-granting sociology departments in the 
u.s. during the period spanned here is the number of schools represented in the 
30s population and in 50s sample. Only 30 schools produced the 234 pre-war 
CMs, while 52 are represented in the post-war cohort. Even more revealing is 
that six universities--Columbia, Chicago, Catholic, Harvard, Yale, and 
Wisconsin--produced almost half of the 30s CMs, but that these same six 
accounted for less than 30 percent of the CMs in the 50s sample. This dispar-
ity, however, does not seem to extend to the predoctoral mobility of each 
cohort. As indicated in Table 4-1, the percentages of CMs who received bacca-
laureate, master's, and doctorate degrees from the same or different institu-
tions are remarkably similar.3 This similarity persists in the mean chronolog-
ical age at Ph.D. of CMs. Hore significant than across cohort ages of 33-plus 
years is the number of cases on which these means were based. 
The issue of missing information can hamper any research. In longitudinal 
research, inability to retrieve information often stems from a paucity of data 
sources. If, after consulting available sources, an absence of data still 
exists one can conclude that such an absence is itself an important datum. 
That a doctorate scientist vanishes from his discipline to the extent that his 
name never appears in professional directories is a clue to both his profes-
sional identification and career. Recognition of this reality warrants 
reporting multiple measurements of some variable for maximizing the accuracy of 
l 
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interpretation. Such is the case with "age at Ph.D." The mean for the 30s 
cohort was computed from 33 fewer cases than that for the 50s. Yet the stand-
ard deviations (SD) equal 6.77 and 6.60 years, respectively, and the median age 
values differ by merely .08 of a year. Thus, equality of the cohorts on this 
measure suggests a stability in the average age at which sociologists receive 
the Ph.D. as well. 
Some change in the mean time elapsed between receipt of baccalaureate and 
of doctorate has occurred from the earlier to the more recent cohort. Both 
means exceed the parameter values reported by NAS (1963:43) as 10.80 and 11.17. 
Greater variability in the present samples is confirmed by sn30s=5.75 and 
SDsos=8.22, and by Median30s=9.96 and Median50s=8.79--values that reverse the 
mean trend. 
The final demographic variable presented in Table 4-1, mean professional 
age, is contingent upon knowledge of a CM's whereabouts in 1970. Harmon's 
(1965:2) survey of American doctorate scientists reported that 8.7 percent of a 
sample from the 1935 cohort were dead 30 years hence, but that the average 
career length was 33 years. Due to missing data on 30s CMs, an underrepresent-
ation of those who are dead or retired is a certainty. The Median=32.04 
approaches Harmon's finding on duration of career. The present definition of 
retirement as ''professional death" makes direct comparisons difficult, espe-
cially since appointment to emeritus status will be treated in a dual fashion: 
occupationally, the emeritus professor will be "frozen" in the structure and 
absorbed into the non-mover state of death or retirement; professionally, the 
emeritus professor "retires" from the academic rigors of teaching, advising, 
etc., in name only. Oftentimes, he remains professionally active, conducting 
L 
L 
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· research and publishing in the discipline. 4 ongoing For this reason, emeritus 
standing qualified CMs as professionally "alive," and professional age was 
computed accordingly. 
Table 4-2 compares the zero-order correlations among the demographic vari-
ables for each cohort. Due to pairwise deletion (Nie, et!!..!•, 1970:148), these 
Age at Ph.D. (30s) 
(50s) 
B.A.-Ph.D. Time (30s) 
~ap~~ \JVS) 
Professional Age (30s) 
(50s) 
TABLE 4-2 
Zero-Order Correlations among Four 
Demographic Variables, by Cohort 
Time Lapse (N) Prof. Age (N) 
.843 (155) -.246 (131) 
.643 (188) .049 (174) 
-.206 (140) 
.. ~ -- "-
• ;:> J.O \J. 'JV) 
No. Degree 
Schools (N) 
.197 (155) 
.087 (187) 
.129 (219) 
• J..J£ \££J.} I 
.049 (140) 
• 159 (189) 
coefficients are based on subsamples of varying size and constituency. The 
findings are nevertheless instructive. For the 30s cohort, the relationship 
between B.A.-Ph.D. time lapse and chronological age at Ph.D. is strongly posi-
tive as expected, with professional age inversely correlated with each to a 
modest degree. 
One suspects that the upper limit imposed by definition on the 50s cohort 
accounts for both the negligible correlation between the age variables and the 
moder3te correlation between time lapse and professional age. The crude indi-
cater of predoctoral mobility--number of different degree schools--seems to be 
of little utility, except that 30s G!s who earned degrees at different under-
grnduate ;111d r:r:idunte institution~ tended to be older whC'n they r<'ceived the 
I 
I 
I 
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doctorate. Finally, the difference in the magnitude of the correlation between 
time lapse and age at Ph.D. (r30s=.84, r 50s=.64) is noteworthy. Given the 
means in Table 4-1, it will be interesting to observe fluctuations in this 
relationship when the cohorts are disaggregated. At this juncture, differences 
can best be attributed to variations in career length. Thus, if the temporal 
gap inherent in the cohorts is ignored, 50s CMs exhibit as a group no radical 
departures from the demographic portrait of the 30s CMs. 
If the inputs to careers hold across cohorts, then are the performance 
outputs also consistent? Since the measures of performance employed here are 
the conventional ones--scholarly contributions--related most saliently to 
mobility, cohort-specific publication and citation measures should be exam-
ined. The data, though impressionistic, give further evidence of the compa-
1 
rability of the 30s and 50s cohorts. 
As shown in Table 4-3, the number of CMs published or cited at least once 
sometime during their career is independent of Ph.D. cohort (as confirmed by a 
TABLE 4-3 
Number of Cohort Members Published or Cited 
at Least Once, by Cohort 
30s sos N 
Published 139 125 264 
Cited 80 84 164 
non-significant chi-square). In all, nearly 60 percent of the 30s CMs and 53.4 
percent of the 50s CMs published an article or had a book reviewed. Although 
the maBnitude of these percentages was circumscribed by the 20 journals sur-
veyed, tl1r differences are less an artifact than a testimony to the increase of 
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publication outlets in the 1950s. Half of the journals in the sample were 
either founded or A.S.A.-sanctioned after 1952. It was reasoned that these 
publication opportunities would offset the 20 years of additional publication 
time enjoyed by the 30s CMs. 
Similarly, roughly one-third of each cohort received one or more biblio-
graphic references to their published works. But the time gap was so narrowed 
by the expanding literature that more 50s CMs were cited in the decade fol-
lowing the granting of their Ph.D.s than 30s CMs in the first three decades of 
their careers. Appendix A furnishes a separate set of data which illustrates 
some dimensions of this formal communication explosion in American sociology. 
These data attest to the typicality of the performance levels registered by the 
two cohorts. 
The five output variables presented in Table 4-4 thus reflect contextual 
changes facilitating the productivity of 50s CMs. Although the mean total 
TABLE 4-4 
Comparison of Cohorts on Five 
Ouput Variables 
30s 50s 
Mean Total Publications 
Mean Publications Five Years 
after Receipt of Ph.D. 
Percent with Zero Publications 
Five Years after Receipt of Ph.D. 
Percent with One Predoctoral 
Publication or More 
Menn Total Citations 
4.17 2.69 
1.39 1.44 
52.56 52.56 
14.96 18.38 
4.73 2.05 
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publications favors the 30s cohort, the 50s cohort does not lag too far behind, 
given the "half-life" of their careers. At comparable stages of their collec-
tive careers, the cohorts are virtually identical. As shown by the mean publi-
cations five years after receipt of the Ph.D. and the percentage of each cohort 
with no publications at that interval, the early performance of CMs proceeded 
at a similar pace. Even the incidence of "extraordinary" behavior--the publi-
cation of an article prior to receiving the doctorate--is present in almost 
equal measure. 
Turning to the mean total citations, the bias intrinsic to the sampling of 
citations is certainly one source of the cohort differential. Of the 81 
sampled volumes (see Table 3-3) from which the citation index was constructed, 
30 appeared before 1955. Therefore, vintage works had a distinct potential for 
I . d being cite • This translates into an unequivocal advantage for the authors of 
the works to accumulate citations. Thus, the 30s cohort had both publications 
and time on their side. Just as their mean professional age is more than twice 
that of the 50s CMs, so are their mean citations proportionately greater. 
Even data as crude as these reveal a comparability in the performance 
outputs of the cohorts. Overall, the data suggest a consistency in (1) the 
professional inputs of the CMs, and remarkably, in (2) the rhythm of each 
cohort's performance outputs during the incipient postdoctoral years of their 
careers. Only when the transition of time between awarding the Ph.D. to 30s 
CMs and then again to 50s CMs permeates the measurement of their collective 
inputs and outputs, are the elaborated careers of the older cohort distin-
guishcd from the younger. Otherwise, their "personal" origins (as distinct 
from thdr 11.1caclcmk" nr "institutional" origins) are similar. Initially, 
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their experiences are homogeneous enough so that parallels in the development 
of careers between 1935 and 1970 can be drawn and extrapolated within the 
context of an expanding American sociology. The collective phase lends tenta-
tive support to the notion of "academic succession" through the study of the 
cMs' intragenerational mobility. 
!be Distributive Phase I: Inputs-Outputs 
The distributive aspect of the analysis deals with partitioning CMs into 
significant subsets. These subsets consist of the distribution of CMs 
according to one or more criterion variables, and therefore, reveal differences 
obscured at the cohort level of aggregation. 5 Even if between-cohort distinc-
tions are maintained, within-cohort variations can be illuminated. Variations 
lin joh mnv~ment ~ill be treated after perfor~ance outputs are analyzed. 
The empirical framework for this section is a matrix of zero-order 
Pearsonian correlations among 27 variables found in Appendix B. For the 30s 
cohort, all coefficients are population values, and therefore, significant with 
respect to sampling error. For the 50s sample, only correlations significant 
at the .05 level or beyond are shown.6 Nearly all were maintained at that 
level (n~ost were signifi.cant at p( .001 even when first- and second-order par-
tialed by the demographic inputs of age at Ph.D., B.A.-Ph.D. time lapse, number 
of degree schools, and professional age). The correlation analysis for the 
published subset of each cohort (N30s=l39; N 0 =125) produced similar zero- and 5 s 
higher-ord0r results. Partitions of the zero-order matrix will be reproduced 
below to illustrDte discrepancies in the size of coefficients across cohorts; 
for ('<lch p,1ir of vnrinhles, the .:?-if~ of the correlation i.s the same. 
I 
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Presented in Table 4-5 are the correlations between the most predictive 
demographic variables and the basic professional performance measures. All of 
these relationships are inverse and of low magnitude, especially those 
involving time lapse between receipt of B.A. and of Ph.D. Folger et al. (1970: 
259-265) found that this proxy motivation variable--the stronger the motiva-
tion, the shorter the time taken to earn the Ph.D.--was related to the employ-
ment sector joined and to one's subsequent scientific accomplishments. As a 
measure of accomplishment, citation count was correlated from -.14 to -.18 with 
time lapse, depending on the discipline. These coefficients are quite compat-
ible with those found for both cohorts. However, these latter r's fall short 
of the correlations between time lapse and total career publications. The same 
applies when age at Ph.D. is substituted for lapse, suggesting that academic 
background has a greater impact on the quantity of scholarly work than on qual-
ity. The same pattern is observable for the number of articles published in 
ASR, although this does not hold for AJS or SF among 30s CMs. Lapse for 30s 
CMs is also not significantly correlated with publication record five years 
after receiving the degree. In fact, data from the published subset indicate 
that over 20 percent of the 30s CMs, in contrast to 12 percent of the 50s CMs, 
who eventually published had not d6ne so at this interval. A t-test between 
the published and unpublished members of the 50s cohort shows significance 
(t=3.41, 219 df, p<.005, 1-tailed test) in mean lapse time. This lends par-
tial support to the hypothesis that CMs who completed their graduate training 
in a shorter time were more likely to publish. However, the relationship fails 
to hold for 30s CHs. 
r 
f 
' 
Tot pub 
(30s) -269 
Age Ph.D. 
(50s) -302 
-218 
TABLE 4-5 
Zero-Order Correlations8 between Two Input and 
Twelve Ouput Variables,b by Cohort 
Bks Jrart ASR AJS SF Pub5 Publ5 Pub25 Sglau Attl Totcit 
-205 -269 -261 -133 -103 -170 -219 -225 -231 -202 -192 
-221 -287 -250 -258 -192 -264 c c -258 -156 -202 
-140 -228 -232 -082 -094 -095 -167 -206 -176 -196 -166 
B.A.-Ph.D. 
(30s) 
Time Lapse (50s) -228 -179 -213 -163 -176 -185 -189 c c -188 -149 -148 
a Decimal 
bTotpub: 
Bks 
Jrart : 
ASR } 
AJS 
SF 
PubS} 
Publ5 
Pub25 
Sglau : 
points are omitted, e.g., -269 is to be read -0.269. 
number of career publications 
number of books authored or edited by C~ reviewed in ASR or AJS 
number of articles published in 20 journals (see Table-3"-2) ~-
number of articles published in each journal 
publications produced during n-year period since receipt of Ph.D. 
career publications that were single-authored by CM 
Cbk Cjr 
-105 -208 
NS -190 
-073 -189 
NS NS 
Attl 
Totcit: 
number of 
number of 
number of 
number of 
number of 
multiple-authored publications in which CM is first named in attribution order 
sampled career citations (see Table 3-3) 
Cbk 
Cjr : number of 
Totsgl: number of 
cirrelevant for 50s 
citations to books authored by CM in a sample of journals 
citations to articles authored by CM in a sample of journals 
citations to single-authored w'rks only by CM 
cohort, coefficient not calcul1ted 
·~ 
...... 
...... 
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Table 4-6 summarizes other pertinent findings. The negative skewness of 
all the distributions recommended reporting of medians instead of means. A 
modicum of cohort differences in total publications, journal publications, and 
TABLE 4-6 
Selected Findings on the Publication and the 
Citation Subsets* of each Cohort 
Median totpub 
Median jourart 
Percentage with no jourart 
Median pub5 
Percentage of publications non sglau 
Percentage not first-named author in sevau work 
Percentage with at least one predoc pub 
Median totcit 
Meaian JOUrarc c1cea 
Percentage with no jourart cited 
Percentage with cited work not sglau 
*see Table 4-5 for definition of variable labels 
30s 
3.69 
2.36 
16.40 
1.58 
7.20 
64.00 
25.00 
3.40 
1.4U 
26.20 
11.20 
50s 
2.69 
2.17 
10.40 
1.81 
21.60 
52.00 
34.40 
2.37 
1.JY 
20.20 
35.70 
publications five years after receipt of the Ph.D. is noticeable. Slightly 
more members of the 30s "published" subset had no journal articles to their 
credit--just one or more books. The growth in collaborative research is evi-
denced by the finding that only 7.2 percent of the 30s subset had published a 
joint-authored piece, one-third the number of 50s CMs who had. This change in 
the publication style of sociologists has been documented by McCartney (1971), 
Patel (1972) and this writer (see Appendix A). However, for those CMs involved 
in a multiple-authored publication, the attribution orders differ by cohort: 
about two-thirds of the 30s CMs are not the first-named author, as compared to 
approximately half of the 50s Q's. The ambiguous symbolism of name-ordering 
I 
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notwithstanding (Zuckerman, 1968), it seems that by the time they engaged in 
collaborative work, the 30s CMs could afford "secondary" recognition (see 
Larson et al. ll972:ll7 and Nudelman and Landers ll972:27 for contrary findings 
on this point). Among both the younger and older contingents, however, an 
alphabetical attribution order--where each author shares responsibility and 
credit for the paper regardless of his contribution to the project, a common 
practice in the physical and the biological sciences (Hagstrom, 196.sa)--was 
still uncommon. 
Finally, the percentage of CMs with a predoctoral publication increased 
from a quarter of the 30s cohort to more than a third of the 50s cohort. This 
margin probably stems from a configuration of events including (1) a well-
developed mentor system which by the mid-1950s encouraged joint publication as 
an "initiation-by-example" into the discipline and (2) a burgeoning of publica-
tion outlets which heightened the opportunities for publication. 
Findings on the citation subsets (N3os=80; Nsos=84) parallel the publica-
tion data. Median career citations favor the older CMs, more of whom had books 
and single-authored works cited. The median citations to journal articles of 
the 50s cohort matched that of the 30s, while 35.7 percent of the former 
received citations to a coauthored piece. 
The correlation matrix presented in Table 4-7 clarifies some of the rela-
tionships foreshadowed by the data in Tables 4-5 and 4-6. From the publication 
block, several cohort differences emerge. Books account for more of the vari-
ance in the total publications of 30s CMs th:m they do for the 50s CMs. Publi-
cations at the five-postdoctoral-year interval are more predictive of the total 
r-~--~--------~------------------------------
T AE L~ 4-7 
Matrix of Zero-Order Correlati)nsa among Selected Publication 
and Citation Variables~ by Cohortc 
Bks Jr art ASR AJS SF Pub5 Sglau Attl Totcit Cbk 
---
Tot pub 833 978 771 740 657 792 941 761 570 I 469 
683 969 793 763 649 932 878 772 720 467 
Bks 702 546 607 457 650 744 691 546 I 521 482 375 470 225 576 706 392 653 682 
Jr art 790 728 677 766 934 724 533 412 
825 756 703 925 816 794 643 I 330 ASR 657 341 620 678 685 662 524 
670 555 766 623 673 588 I 253 AJS 336 608 718 507 488 347 
485 743 658 610 647 400 
SF 596 676 430 258 I 204 634 504 522 359 143 
Pub5 775 558 460 I 375 782 749 644 381 Sglau 531 483 402 
461 548 I 366 Attl 571 478 
638 I 386 Totcit 919 
- - - - - - - - -- - - -
845 
Cbk 
Cjr 
aDecimal points are omitted, e.g., 833 is to be r.~ad +0.833 
bsee Table 4-5 for definition of variable labels 
cTop line in each row is for 30s cohort, bottom llne is for 50s 
Cjr Totsgl 
630 505 
756 671 
482 516 
425 756 
632 460 
763 551 
766 575 
734 456 
638 422 
685 569 
275 289 """ 
.&:'-
466 299 
521 433 
727 526 
529 445 
"' 551 670 
611 488 
712 471 
867 971 
830 871 
689 916 
435 827 
785 
608 
I 
75 
I 
career productivity of the younger cohort, but journal publications at the 
five-year rank are more predictive than books for both cohorts. 
Among specific journals, ASR, AJS, and SF in that order are highly corre-
lated with both total publications and journal publications. The frequency 
distributions in Table 4-8 reiterate the findings of many researchers (Babchuk 
and Bates, 1962; Chubin and Zelus, 1970; Larson et al., 1972; Lin and Nelson, 
1969) that ASR, AJS, and SF are the leading publication outlets for American-
trained sociologists. For the present cohorts, 52.5 and 45.2 percent of their 
total article output appeared in these three journals combined. Adding any 
6-12 other sociological journals would probably explain another 25-33 percent, 
rendering efforts to tap productivity in more and diverse journals (cf. Glenn, 
1971) superfluous. Most of the sociologists claiming a specialty publish 
neither in mainstream journals serving that area of competence (Clemente, 
1972:8) nor in peripheral outlets. The authors of articles appearing in main-
stream journals are concentrated in Ph.D.-granting departments, as the data on 
ASR contributors show (see Table 4-9). It is hypothesized that these research-
ers submit more manuscripts for publication, and therefore, are accepted more 
frequently. Minor pieces from their ongoing projects are then submitted as a 
"dabbling" to offbeat and "renaissance" journals which transcend disciplinary 
bounds (cf. Collins, 1972). 
The productive sociologists in the 50s cohort published less in SF and 
~ than their 30s counterparts, but much more in Socm and SP and in the 
rr~ional journals. The 50s CMs wrote fewer books, but in this publication 
cate~ory, more were produced in edited than in monograph form (cf. Doering, 
1972). This shift represents an accomodation to the quickening pace of 
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TABLE 4-8 
Frequency Distribution of Publications by Outleta and Cohort 
ASR 
AJS 
SF 
SocmSp 
SPEC 
CATH 
REG 
MULU!::> 
SSR 
JR TOTAL 
JR TOTAL 
BKSb 
TO'i'AL 
N 
744 
251 
995 
30s 
N % 
162 21.8 
87 11. 7 
141 19.0 
20 2.7 
146 19.6 
26 3.5 
5 1.0 
~L. I, U 
105 14.1 
744 100.4 
SUMMARY 
30s 
~ 
74.8 
25.2 
100.0 
8 SPEC - ~s_. _._!!_iSB, _?! • .!_{S, JMF, Dem 
C/\TH - SA 
REG - Sr}, _I~~-;__~ 
50s 
N % 
92 18.5 
68 13.7 
65 13.0 
53 10.6 
101 20.3 
17 3.4 
28 5.6 
);I; lU.4 
22 4.4 
498 99.9 
50s 
N % 
498 79.8 
126 20.2 
624 100.0 
MUI.DIS - l'<X;, C&D, T-S, iiSQ, JCLP 
sec Tah 10----f:.·2 -fc;"t= def i ni_t_i~)n -;-fjourn;:i l :ibhrevi ations 
brcrcrnt of BKS th:it w0re edited: 30s=l7.6; 50s=23.0 
--~.,_, ________________ _ 
',I 
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TABLE 4-9 
Concentration of Contributors to 
ASR in 1962 and 1965* 
Number of Articles/Notes 
Number of Authors/Coauthors 
Percentage of Authors/Coauthors from 
Ph.D.-granting Departments represented 3 or 
more times 
Number of Different U.S. Schools represented 
by Contributors 
Percentage of Different U.S. Schools represented 
by Contributors from Ph.D.-granting Departments 
represented 3 or more times 
1962 1965 
70 62 
110 92 
40 56 
48 39 
25 31 
.,..adapted trom reports ot the ASR editor (Smelser, l 9b3: 288; 1965: 36) 
publication in the 1960 1 s and to the discipline's preoccupation with individual 
productivity. 
The cells bordering the publication block in Table 4-7 mirror this preoc-
cupation. Foremost, the correlations between career publications and (sampled) 
car~er citations, though on par with the r=.54 (S. Cole, 1971) and r=.75 
(Lightficld, 1971:130) for separate samples of sociologists in the last 1960's, 
signal a quantity-quality gap. An assessment of this gap among CMs forthcoming 
But first, other gaps must be surveyed. 
The correlation between total publications and number of joint-authored 
puhlications in which C:Ms were first in the attribution order are high, yet 
tho,:(' between the l.:1trer and total citntions are considerably lower. It can be 
inferred that m:1ny CMs rect>ivcd citations to works for which they were not the 
I 
78 
first-named author. Using the Science Citation Index would have drastically 
underestimated these citations. This disputes Cole and Cole's (1971:27-28) 
findings on how representative (r) .80) are SCI counts (where citations to only 
first-named authors are listed) of the universe of cited works for a sample of 
physicists. The disciplinary differences seem formidable enough to preclude 
use of the SCI in sociology if unbiased citation estimates are desired. 
A summary of the citation sources for the citations received by CMs is 
offered in Table 4-10. Almost half of the 30s total came from cited books as 
compared to less than 30 percent of the 50s citations. Of the citations to 
research appearing in journals, 57.6 percent (30s) and 64.0 percent (50s) came 
from the ASR-AJS-~~ triad with more than a third originating in ASR. One-
fourth of the 30s CMs' journal citations came from articles in "residual" 
journals, a datum which supports the "dabbling" hypothesis advanced earlier. 
Somewhat inexplicable is the 23.l percent of 50s CMs' journal citations coming 
from AJS. The self-citation and temporal citation measures in Appendix B 
provide no clue to this apparent surge in the citing of CMs' AJS publications 
other than their utility for contemporary research or perhaps sampling error. 
The distributive analysis has thus far been confined to comparisons across 
cohorts. If academic origins have any impact whatsoever on professional behav-
ior, then within-cohort variations should exist. To detect such variations, 
CNs were disar,gregated by prestige of Ph.D.-granting department. Prestige 
categories were determined by the R. Hughes (1925) ratings for the 30s cohort 
and the Keniston (1959) ratings for the 50s. Although the former ranks 14 uni-
versities and the latter 15, each is temporally relevant to the respective 
cohorts at hrtnd. In the earlier period, university and department prestige 
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TABLE 4-10 
Sources* of Citations to Works Authored by Cohort Members 
30s 50s 
Cited From N % N % 
ASR 180 37.0 93 33.1 
AJS 66 13.6 65 23.1 
SF 34 7. 0 22 7.8 
SMSP 9 1.8 16 5.7 
SPEC 56 11. 9 22 7.8 
CATH 1 
.2 10 3.6 
REG 0 .o 1 
.4 
MlTT.T)TC: ~ 1 t:.. 10 t:. 0 
SSR 10 2.0 2 • 7 
Other Jour 122 25.0 31 11. 0 
-Jour Total 486 100.1 281 100.0 
Sill1MARY 
30s 50s 
-
N ~ N ~ 
Jr Total 486 39.8 281 55.5 
Un pub 34 2.8 33 6.5 
Chaps 111 9.1 46 9.1 
Bks 591 48.4 146 28.8 
To tn l 1222 100.l 506 99.9 
I 1 
.I 
111 
*~('C T.1blc 3-2 for definition of variable labels 
/ii/ 
111 
1/11i 
!1
1
11' 
l1l1i 
/1:11! 
I 
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were inseparable; differentiation of universities sufficed. For the later 
period, Keniston surveyed 25 department chairmen to derive ranks. But the 
similarity between the rankings suggest that university reputation was either 
(l) closely allied to department prestige or (2) contaminated the measurement 
of department prestige. In light of Abbott's (1972) recent finding that 
department rank in 1964 (Cartter, 1966) and in 1969 (Roose and Andersen, 1970) 
is due more to university prestige than to department faculty publications, 
doctorate production and faculty size combined, imprecision in the measurement 
of doctoral origin prestige becomes moot. If the ACE rankings failed to 
untangle department prestige from the prestige of its parent university, then 
the validity of Hughes' and of Keniston's rankings is sustained, if not 
enhanced. The schools comprising each rank level are listed in Appendix C. Of 
I 
the six schools in rank 1, four were the same for the two periods. Rank 2 
consists of the remaining eight and nine universities, respectively. Finally, 
rank 3 encompasses all other universities granting a Ph.D. to a CM, but 
unranked by Hughes or Keniston. The data required to test hypotheses about 
doctoral origins are presented in Tables 4-11 and 4-12. 
The concentration of 30s CMs in rank 1 schools and of 50s CMs in rank 3 
schools demonstrates the decentralization in doctorate production. The mean 
and percentage differences demonstrate attendant heterogeneity in the trainirig 
of CHs. As a procedure for pinpointing significant differences between prestige 
ranks for the 50s sample, t-tests will be employed. Although the t-test is 
robust, the present means are not based on independent random samples or equal 
N's (Edwnrds, 1967:214-215). Thus, a "decision rule" was adopted: a maximum 
of one violation of t-tcst Rssumptions is permitted. Since X is distributed in 
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TABLE 4-11 
Input and Output Characteristicsa of 30s 
Cohort Members by Prestige of Ph.D.b 
Rank 1 (N=l03) Rank 2 (N=61) Rank 3 (N=70) 
Mean age at Ph.D. 34.296 71 32.660 47 34.514 37 
(SD) (6.863) (6.012) (7.475) 
Mean B.A.-Ph.D. lapse 11.515 97 9.836 61 11.197 61 
(SD) (6.000) (4.634) (6. 261) 
Mean totpub 5.087 3.557 3.343 
(SD) (7.666) (5.220) (7.794) 
Percent with zero pub 29.100 41. 000 55.700 
Nean pub.5 1.854 1.213 .857 
I. ::.u) (L.JbbJ (1.b~UJ (l.b)jJ 
Mean totcit 7.107 2.426 3.229 
(SD) (29. 782) (5.702) (16.135) 
Percent with zero cit 59.200 63.900 77 .100 
Mean citlO .524 .361 .143 
(SD) (1.571) (1. 065) (.391) 
Mean with pre doc pub 15.500 14.800 14.300 
asee Table 4-5 for definition of variable labels 
bsee Appendix C for a listing of schools ranked by Hughes 
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TABLE 4-12 
Input and Output Characteristicsa of 50s 
Cohort Members by Prestige of Ph.D.b 
Mean age at Ph.D. 
(SD) 
Mean B.A.-Ph.D. lapse 
(SD) 
Mean totpub 
(SD) 
Percent with zero pub 
Mean pub5 
1,.>:JU) 
Mean totcit 
(SD) 
Percent with zero cit 
Percent with predoc pub 
Rank 1 (N=85) 
32.712 
(4. 895) 
10.148 
(4.539) 
3.529 
(5.750) 
35.300 
1.800 
\L,Ull) 
3.635 
(9.295) 
55.300 
24.700 
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Rank 2 (N=47) 
32.641 
(6.900) 
9. 911 
(10.689) 
3.404 
(5.351) 
27.700 
1.894 
1. 979 
(3.429) 
46.800 
23.400 
39 
45 
8
see Table 4-5 for definition of variable labels 
bsee Appendix C for a listing of schools ranked by Keniston 
Rank 3 (N=l02) 
35.382 
(7. 54 7) 
13.135 
(9.028) 
1.667 
(3.485) 
64.700 
• 941 
1,.1. ';J04) 
.765 
(2 .426) 
. 79 .400 
10.800 
76 
96 
83 
each subpopulation in the same way--moderately negatively skewed--the assump-
tion of normality was not violated. But if the variances of the means to be 
compared were not homogeneous--as indicated by a significant F-ratio (p( .OS)--
then that t-test was not performed. Table 4-13 summarizes the obtained 
t-values. 
TABLE 4-13 
Results of-t-tests on Academic Inputs and Outputs 
for SOs Cohort by Prestige of Ph.D. 
1-tailed 
Comparison t-value df p< 
Age at Ph.D.: X2-X3 2.04 113 .025 
B. A. -Ph.D. lapse: Xz-X3 5.18 113 .025 
---
Tntpub: X1-X2 3.68 130 .005 
For the 30s cohort, all differences are sampling error-wise significant. 
The mean career publications of rank 1 CMs se·ts them apart from those of lower 
ranks. A similar productivity gap between rank 1 and rank 2 SOs CMs bears out 
half of the hypothesis that those trained in prestigious departments publish 
more over the course of their careers than products of non-prestigious depart-
ments. The other half of this hypothesis is confirmed upon visual inspection 
of the mean total citations in Tables 4-11 and 4-12. In all, rank 1 CMs pub-
lished more, and more cited works than their peers from lower ranked institu-
tions (see also the percentages within each category with no career publica-
tions or citations). In addition, second-ranked .50s CMs received the doctorate 
at a significantly younger age than third-ranked O!s and took less time to earn 
the degree. These findings are generalizable to recipients from first-ranked 
I 
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departments as well. Interestingly, in both cohorts, second-ranked CMs spent 
less time in graduate school than first-ranked CMs. One can conjecture that a 
longer "residence time" is traditional in some departments and/or reflects the 
situation where doctoral candidates take a teaching position before completing 
the dissertation, and consequently, delay receipt of the degree. Ostensibly, 
only 50s CNs who received the Ph.D. at a young age and whose graduate training 
spanned a short time are likely to produce a quantity of publications of high 
quality, as measured by citations. 
Analyses of the relationship between the quantity and quality of publica-
tions have spawned a typology of sociologists (S. Cole and Cole, 1967; 
Lightfield, 1971:130-131). The "prolific" sociologists produces a large quan-
tity of high quality publications; the "mass-producing" type publishes much 
which is low quality research; the "perfectionist" sociologist publishes spar~ 
ingly, yet it is of high quality; and the "silent" type publishes a negligible 
amount which is of poor quality. Using the total publication and citation 
means (Tables 4-11 and 4-12) as guidelines, quantity and quality were opera-
tionalized as follows. For the 30s cohort, four or more publications equals 
high quantity and three or more citations, high quality; for the 50s cohort, at 
least three publications define high quantity and a minimum of two citations, 
high quality. The CNs trained in each prestige of Ph.D. category were classi-
fied according to the quantity-quality double dichotomy. If the quality of 
graduate education is variable as has been propounded, then the origins of CMs 
(even at a gross level of aggregation) should have an enduring effect on their 
rC'r.('.'.'lrch contributions. Displayed in T0blC' 4-14 are the results. 
-------·~--~--
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TABLE 4-14 
Types a of Sociologists bv Prestige of Their 
Doctoral Origins,b by Cohort 
30s 
Rank l Rank 2 Rank 3 N 
Prol i fie 22 12 8 42 
Mass-Producing 18 8 6 32 
Perfectionist 4 2 l 7 
Silent 59 39 55 153 
103 61 70 234 
sos 
Rank l Rank 2 Rank 3 N 
Prolific 20 11 12 43 
Nass-Procucing 10 6 8 24 
Perfectionist 4 4 l 9 
Silent 51 26 81 158 
85 47 102 234 
a see text for definition of each type 
b d. accor i.ng to Hughes and to Keniston (see Appendix C) 
l 
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The marginals show that the "eventual" types of sociologists were produced 
in proportions stable from the 30s to the 50s. Less than 20 percent are pro-
lific; the majority are of the silent variety. Percentaging across ranks one 
observes that roughly one-half the CMs whose research careers distinguish them 
as prolific were trained in first-ranked institutions. The same trends hold 
among r.'.ass-producers and perfectioni.sts. Percentaging down, however, one sees 
that within ranks l and 2, the ratio of silent to prolific CMs decreased from 
the 3:1 to 2 1/2:1 between the 30s and the 50s cohorts. Taking the 30s popula-
tion as the expected distribution, within-rank chi square tests were performed. 
The differences obtained when comparing the distributions in rank 1 and in rank 
2 across cohorts are non-significant. For rank 3, however, the difference is 
significant (X2=14. 96, P<. 01, 3df), due to the large number of silent 50s CMs. 
I 
This betrays the non-research orientation of 50s CMs trained in low-ranked and 
new Ph.D.-granting departments. Thus, the data further support the hypotheses 
that doctoral origins and early recognition of a publication as high quality 
~ predictive of career productivity and the frequency with which published 
works are cited. 
Returning to Tables 4-11 and 4-12, a final indicator of differential 
training is sought. The percentage of CMs in each prestige rank with a pre doc- j 
toral publication is that indicator. The hypothesized disparity, however, 
exists exclusively in the 50s cohort. Nearly one-fourth of first- and second-
ranked CMs published while still in graduate school in contrast to 10 percent 
of those from third-ranked institutions. Thus, part of the "mentor" configura-
tion (inferred from Table 4-12) stems from a seeming Pmphasis in prestigious 
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ts upon doctoral candidates "making their mark" in the literature departmen 
earlY· 
The links between academic inputs and ouputs have been established for the 
cMs. several clues to differentiating career types have been bared. Next for 
examination is whether academic origins predispose CMs to certain jobs and 
mobility patterns • 
.°!1)e Distributive Phase II: Job Mobilit_y 
Disaggregation of the cohorts by the career movements of their members is 
the capstone of this analysis. Partitioning of the movements is a multistage 
process. First, the quality of the job data must be assessed. As shown in 
Table 4-15, less complete data were obtained for 30s CMs and no move data what-
1soever were round tor more than a quarter ot the total cohort membership. Poor! 
documentation of sociologists' whereabouts in the '40s and early '50s is the 
culprit here. Table 4-16 partitions completeness of the data by number of 
career moves. A move is defined as any change in institutional affiliation 
(within or between employment sector) from one interval to the next. Since 
five intervals were observed for the 30s cohort, an upper limit of four moves 
was imposed. Likewise, the three intervals observed for 50s CMs limited their 
maximum "career" moves to two. Studies of both intra- and inter-generational 
mobility (see Blau and Duncan [1967:23-11.Y for a review) suggest that it is 
not unrealistic to equate such "sampled" movements with career mobility experi-
encc. As expected, then, the mean number of moves for 30s CMs exceeds that for 
50s CMs. This mean difference holds when the non-movers within each cohort are 
cxtractNi. Thus, the difference appears to be a simple function of time. Upon 
furtlir'r inspect:io:1 of T.:ihle L;-16, hoWL'Vl?r, one recognizes that the percentage, 
... ~ ''"'-'-------....... --,-----------·~-ifl'--'1----------------
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TABLE 4-15 
Quality of Move Data, by Cohort 
30s 50s 
N % N % 
Complete 133 56.8 181 77 .4 Incomplete 37 15.8 40 17.1 Missing 64 27 .4 13 5.6 234 100.0 234 100.1 
TABLE 4-16 
Number and Mean Career Moves, by Cohort 
Complete Incomplete Total 
Moves 30s 50s 30s 50s 30s 50s 
- -
0 32 44 21 - 27 53 71 l 48 91 10 13 58 104 2 39 46 5 44 46 3 13 1 14 4 1 1 
N 133 181 37 40 170 221 
x 1.26 1. 01 1.18 .89 
I 
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of non-movers is almost equal across cohorts. In the complete category, 24.6 
percent of the 30s and 25.4 percent of the 50s CMs were immobile. Of the total 
usunble N, 31.2 percent and 32.1 percent, respectively, remained at one job. 
Thus, missing data plague the 30s cohort to a much greater extent than the 50s, 
but among the CMs for whom job data exist, the incidence of non-movement by 
cohort is present in comparable measure. Since SOs CMs have completed only a 
professional half-life, it is quite likely that more will experience mobility 
sometime during their professional lifetime. This hypothesis will be explored 
later in the analysis. First, however, the cohorts must be compared cross-
sectionally. 
Comparing job movements by cohort is only part of the sociological propo-
sition. The occupational structure within which those movements occur is the 
other part. As Sorokin (1927) alleged long ago, it is the structure which 
renders individual moves meaningful. In the present context, it translates 
"movement" into "location" and permits observation of cohort distributions. 
First postdoctoral job and job at ten-year intervals thereafter were 
selected as the time units for representing job locations. Fifteen "locations" 
were then defined as occupational categories in the structure. The conven-
tional distinctions between job sector (academic vs. nonacademic) and primary 
work assignment (teaching, research, or administration) (cf. McGinnis, 1972) 
were retained in modified form. For convenience, each of the 15 locations or 
categories will be referred to as a "sector." With this in mind, Table 4-17 
can be examined. 
Only "destin2tion states" .'.lre presented in the marginal frequencies of 
T~ibl~ 4-17. The states represent the job s0ctors among \o.'hich the CMs, 
I TABLE 4-17 Job Distributions by Sectcr,* Time Interval, and Cohort 
I . 
I 
Sociology Non-
dept academic A•:ademic--other Dead Total Unknown 
-----
code 001-102 200 300 310 400 410 415 420 425 430 444 450 480 490 500 999 
JOB 
1st 50 70 16 10 2 2 2 2 1 l l 5 162 72 
40 55 68 12 9 2 3 2 1 1 3 3 159 75 
30s: 50 57 60 14 9 3 1 l l 1 2 3 4 156 78 
60 46 50 14 8 7 l 2 1 1 1 3 2 17 153 81 
70 32 30 9 3 6 l 2 l l 2 7 47 141 93 
JOB 
1st 74 63 28 4 6 2 2 6 2 7 6 200 34 
50s: 60 65 63 32 5 8 2 3 4 2 5 1 2 7 1 200 34 
70 62 62 16 2 11 2 9 6 2 1 5 7 4 8 5 202 32 
*definition of job sector codes follows in Table 4-17 (cont.) 
Code 
-
001-102 
200 
300 
310 
400 
410 
415 
420 
425 
430 
444 
450 
480 
490 
500 
999 
91 
TABLE 4-17 (cont.) 
Job Codes for the Sectors of Cohort 
Members at Five Time Intervals 
Sector 
American Ph.D.-granting sociology department (as of 1970) 
American nonPh.D.-granting sociology department 
nonacademic--private sector 
nonacademic--public or government sector 
nonsociology department--other 
psychology, human development 
social work, social welfare 
medicine, public health 
economics, political science, history, anthropology 
education 
college or university research institute 
administrative--dean, president of college or university 
academic department--Canada 
academic departrnent--other foreign country 
emeritus, retired, dead 
unknown 
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r egated by cohort, are distributed. These distributions may be viewed as agg , 
"group photos"--cross-sections of employment at five points in time. A visual 
inspection reveals several clear cohort- and professional age-specific 
patterns. First, 60-70 percent of CMs are academically employed, regardless of 
cohort membership and time interval. This finding parallels NAS (1968) and NSF 
(1969) estimates. Second, most of those in the academically-employed subset 
have appointments in sociology departments. Yet, less than 40 percent of each 
cohort is located in a graduate department of sociology. The writer's conten-
tion of a methodological flaw in sampling sociologists solely from this sector 
and then generalizing to the whole of the discipline is thus empirically 
founded. (The implications of this finding will be more systematically 
explored later.) Third, an across-cohort comparison indicates that job in 1950 
I 
appears to be an occupational peak for the 30s cohort. Mortality swells and 
affiliation with a sociology department declines in the decades that follow. 
If the career pace of the 50s cohort is analogous, then the job distribution of 
this cohort in 1970 should be revealing. The data suggest that the non-
sociology sectors of the occupational structure attracted CMs who otherwise 
would be serving in sociology departments or working in the private sector (see 
job in 1960, column 3). In all, while 7.7 percent of the 30s CMs were located 
in academic sectors other than sociology in 1950, 27.2 percent of the 50s CMs 
were affiliated with those sectors in 1970. The 20 years separating the job 
measurements of each cohort at identical states in their careers bear striking 
witness to the changes in the opportunity structure for doctorate sociologists. 
Instead of speculating at this point about the development of employment 
opportunities iu the discipline, it is more fruitful to trace actual movements of 
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/ 
5 within the occupational structure. Such an analysis requires linking 
11 iai·n states" with the destinations reported in Table 4-17. The distribution or " 
of CMs at one interval comprises the origins of that cohort's redistribution at 
the next interval. This frequency redistribution then becomes the origin 
vector for the job destinations observed at the following interval, and so on. 
h each temporally ad_1·acent pair of intervals yields cell values in a career T us, · 
contingency table. The contruction of such tables discloses sector-specific 
shifts in the deployment of CMs during each interval. Over successive inter-
vals, courses of career movement by cohort are "charted." This charting 
depicts various stages in the professional life-cycle, and indirectly, the 
unfolding of the structure as well. 
The distributions of 30s CMs among employment sectors from first job to 
job in 1970 are presented in Tables 4-18 through 4-21. Each 225-fold table 
exhibits the following characteristics: (1) a preponderance of within-sector 
moves, (2) a tendency toward movement to conti8uous cells, especially among CMs 
whose origin state for any period is employment in a sociology department, (3) 
a marked gravitation early in the career (see Tables 4-18 and 4-19) from non-
academic and academic-nonsociology employment to positions in sociology depart-
ments, and (4) a modal career patt~rn of teaching exclusively in departments of 
sociology granting the baccalaureate degree only. This last finding alone lend 
credence to McGee's (1971) call for investigntion of the special "job circuit" 
consisting of four-year colle~es. 
The trends manifested by the 50s cohort (in T3ble 4-22 and 4-23) are 
equally telling. One is im~ediately struck by the greater range of affilia-
tions naintained by the CMs. Much nore between-sector movement is apparent. 
TABLE 4-18 
JOB lST to JOB l.0*--30s Cohort 
001-102 200 300 310 400 410 415 420 425 l+30 444 450 480 490 500 999 Total 
001-102 45 l l 1 1 2 50 200 4 62 l 1 1 1 70 300 3 1 10 1 1 16 310 1 2 7 10 400 1 1 2 410 
415 1 1 2 420 
425 2 2 430 1 1 2 444 1 1 450 1 1 480 1 1 490 1 1 3 5 500 
999 72 72 
*see Table 4-17 (cont.) for definition of job codes 234 
r 
r 
001-102 
200 
3')0 
310 
400 
410 
415 
420 
425 
430 
444 
450 
L>80 
490 
500 
999 
-~----,-
001-102 200 
40 7 
14 45 
4 
2 1 
2 
1 
1 
1~'<see Table 4-17 (cont.) 
~~-~- -~_:__:_::____~, 
300 310 400 
1 3 1 
2 1 
7 
4 1 
1 1 
1 
1 1 
1 
TABLE 4-19 
JOB 40 to JOB :i0*--30s Cohort 
410 415 420 425 430 444 450 480 490 500 999 Total 
1 2 55 
1 1 2 2 68 
1 12 
1 9 
2 
1 1 3 
2 \0 V1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 3 
1 3 
74 75 
234 
r 
I 
001-102 200 300 310 400 
001-102 41 3 3 2 
200 3 45 3 
300 1 2 8 1 2 
310 1 5 1 
400 2 
l; 10 
415 
420 
i'..25 
430 
4114 
450 
480 
490 1 
500 
999 l 
*see Table 4-17 (cont.) 
-
TABLE 4-20 
JOB 50 to JOB )0*--30s Cohort 
410 415 420 425 430 444 450 480 490 
1 1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
500 999 
4 2 
7 2 
1 
1 
4 
77 
Total 
57 
60 
15 
8 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
4 
78 
234 
! 
i 
"' O'' 
~ 
TABLE 4-21 
JOB 60 to JOB 70*--30s Cohort 
001-102 200 300 310 400 410 415 420 425 430 444 450 480 490 500 999 Total 
001-102 31 1 11 3 46 200 28 1 2 13 6 50 300 1 8 l 1 1 3 15 310 1 2 2 2 7 LOO 4 l 2 7 410 1 l 415 1 1 2 420 1 l 425 
\0 
""-J 430 
1 l 444 1 1 t_.50 
2 1 3 4BO 
490 
500 1 1 2 
17 17 999 2 l l l l 75 81 
*see Table 4-17 (cont.) 234 
,,_. 
TABLE 4-22 
JOB lST to JOB )0*--50s Cohort 
001-102 200 300 310 400 410 415 420 425 430 444 450 480 490 500 999 Total 
---
001-102 51 10 4 1 2 l -: . 1 1 l 1 1 74 
200 6 47 4 1 2 1 
~: 1 1 63 
300 1 2 21 l l l 1 28 
310 1 3 4 
4DO 1 1 3 1 6 
410 2 ~/ 2 
415 ~ 2 t 2 
420 3 2 1 6 
425 1 l 2 '° CP
430 
4£..4 2 1 1 2 l 7 
450 
480 
490 l 1 4 6 
500 
999 1 33 34 
l 
234 
*sec Table 4-17 (cont.) 
' 
-
; 
I 
l TABLE 4-23 j 
i JOB 60 to JOH 10~·:--sos Cohort 
001-102 200 300 310 400 410 415 42'.0 425 430 444 450 480 490 500 999 Total 
--
001-102 43 8 3 l 2 1 1 2 2 l 1 65 
200 8 43 1 l 2 2 l l 4 63 300 5 3 9 l 2 1 2 1 8 32 310 l l 3 5 400 1 2 3 2 8 410 l 1 2 
415 1. l l 3 
L.20 1 1 2 4 
L;2 5 1 1 2 \0 430 \0 
444 1 1 3 5 450 1 1 480 2 2 
490 2 4 1 7 
500 1 1 999 l 3 1 4 2 5 2 1 1 14 34 
*see Table 4-17 (cont.) 234 
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The "cell distances" between those moves is greater, too. Location in a soci-
ology department is still the dominant pattern although more CMs are affili-
ated with graduate departments. In striking contrast to the 30s cohort, the 
sos CMs are apparently able to move more easily back and forth both between 
academic and nonacademic jobs and between jobs in sociology and other academic 
departr.,cnts. This ease of mobility implies an "openness" in the structure 
that, prior to the late 1950 1 s, did not exist. Of course, 50s CMs could have 
availed themselves of employment opportunities that ~ present earlier. One 
remembers, however, that the data on frequency of movement cited in Table 4-16 
implied that 50s CMs were more mobile as a group.7 By 1960, job opportunities 
for young Ph.D.s were probably scarce for older, more established sociologists 
who, like other scientists, demonstrate (Harmon, 1965:16-21, Tables 8-11; 
Zuckerman and Merton, 1972:317-330) a propensity for the administrative role in 
the waning years of their careers. 
A summary of the between-sector moves by cohort and job interval is con-
tained in Table 4-24. The net changes expressed by the cell entries are com-
puted by dividing each column marginal in the career contingency table by its 
corresponding row marginal. This is a classic technique (cf. Glass, 1956; 
Rogoff, 1953) for comparing the number of Cl-is originating in a sector to the 
number "arriving" there at the next interval. Arrivals include only those who 
remained in that sector plus those who moved to it. 
The net effects of CMs' movements recorded in Tnble 4-24 reveal a loss in 
the sociology scctors--most profoundly .'.lrr:ong 30s GMs since 1960--and a gain in 
th0 .1c;1d1•mic-othcrs categorif's. For the 30s cohort, the anticipated gain in 
J<kinistration w.1~; "(:>rificd. But this finding is overshadowed by substantial 
--~----··-~-·-~·~·~-- '--------·-"l ._ .. , __ ::It~--·-
_________________________ '\""" _______ ,,, 
* "" ,,,, ,.,_ :;,;: JJ,,. 
r I 
l 
TABLE 4-24 
J Net Changes in Distrib1tion of Cohort Members 
/' by Employment S?ctor, 1940-1970 
..._;' 
Sociology Non- Un-
_D_~_t __ academic Acad~nic - other Dead known 
----
001-102 200 300 310 400 410 41S 420 4~S 430 444 4SO 480 490 soo 999 
30s 
JOB 40 .10 -.03 -.2S -.10 .oo .oo .so .oo • 1)0 .50 .oo 2.00 * -.40 .oo • 04 
JOB 50 .04 -.12 .17 .00 .so * -.67 .oo ·~ .oo .oo .33 .oo .oo * .04 
JOB 60 -.19 -.17 .07 • 00 1. 33 .00 1.00 * • 1)0 .oo .oo .so .oo -.33 3.25 .04 
JOB 70 -.30 -.40 -.40 -.43 -.29 .oo ,oo .oo ... • 00 1. 00 1. 33 .00 * 1.64 .ls 
sos 
JOB 60 -.12 .oo .14 .25 .33 .oo .50 -.33 • )0 .oo -.29 
* * 
-.50 *. .00 
JOB 70 -.05 -.02 -.50 -.60 .38 .oo 2.00 .so . )0 
* 
. 00 6. 00 1. 00 .14 4.00 -.06 
*loss or gain cannot be expressed as decimal value (s1?e Tables 4-18 through 4-23) 
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gains Dmong 50s CMs in the administration and foreign sectors. In all, the job 
distribution of the 50s cohort in 1970 shows more inter-sector change thari that 
for the 30s cohort during any period of their careers. This conclusion has 
been corroborated in several other studies: McGinnis and Singh (1972) found 
uniformly higher mobility rates among younger scientists in three disciplines 
as did Franklin!:..!=. al. (1972) in sociology. Harmon (1965:50-51) ascertained 
that field-switching among social scientists is rare relative to bioscientis~--
70 percent never leave the field. On the sectoral lev_el, Harmon (1965:47, 
Table 23) reported that 53.4 percent of the scientists in a 1935 doctorate 
cohort did not change jobs during the 1936-40 work period. This retention rate 
grew to 83.4 in 1960. In the same study, 52.2 percent of a 1955 cohort were 
nonmovers during the 1956-60 period. 
I 
While excluding "unknown" and "dead" CMs, Table 4-25 suggests that the 30s 
cohort departs from the precedent of job retention as one's career progresses. 
There is no trend; high immobility prevails. - The experience of 50s CMs, 
however, differs radically. The hi.nt of a trend appears to parallel that of 
the early cohort (from 1940 to 1950) i.n direction but not in magnitude. One is 
tempted to offer a structural explanation for this phenomenon, i.e., one that 
stresses greater employment opportunities and/or extrinsic rewards.8 The data, 
however, illustrate only horizontal movement and preclude generalizations abcut 
moving from or staying in a sector as forced or volitional. 
Thus far, the analyses of job movement have ignored doctor3l origins of 
the CMs. As employed earlier, trichotomization of Ph.D.-granting institutions 
into prc>stige ranks follows R. Hughes' (1925) and Kcniston's (1959) ratings 
(consult ,\ppendix C .1g::iin for a listing of schools in each rank). The 
I' 
1
1.l 11 
'I 1 1 1 
---
----~ .... ------~~----------------------~--------~------------------------~~ 103 
TABLE 4-25 
Percentage of Cohort Members with No Change in 
Job Sector at Several Intervals, by Cohort 
30s (N) 50s (N) 
JOB 40 84.3 (159) 
JOB 50 74. 3 (152) 
JOB 60 87.5 (136) 68.2 (195) 
JOB 70 84.0 (94) 51. 6 (215) 
cross-tabulations in Table 4-26 indicate that number of moves are unrelated to 
prestige of Ph.D. for the 30s cohort. The percentages of CMs moving at least 
once during their careers is consistent across prestige levels. A non-
rh.;-cnu"3,...o C!11nru"\,..t-~ t-hnci.n ,f:..;,....,.141"'\rr~ l.fn-t,.,...,,.,nn+-eo h,.,,. '(\C" MA~ rl~ .. ,.,..._,..,._ 
- - - - . ,- ' -- -- ------ --------o- .. 
---·--------- -J --- ---- --·--o-
from this pattern. Thirteen percent more of those from first-ranked doctorate 
departments than those from second-ranked departments moved and seven percent 
more of the latter than those from unranked departments did the same. A 
X2=10.36 (4 df, r< .05) rejects the hypothesis that number of career moves is 
independent of the prestige of Ph.D.-granting institutions. Thus, there is 
evidence that the doctoral origins of a cohort of sociologists predicts the 
amount of their mobility more than a decade after receiving the degree. 
From Table 4-26, one also sees that of the 117 known movers (inter- and 
intra-sector) in the 30s cohort, 48.7 percent earned the degree in first-ranked 
institutions, as compared to 42.7 percent of the 150 known movers in the 50s 
cohort. \Jhen only intra-sector moves are considered (see Table 4-27), the 
disp~rity widens between those members of the 30s and the 50s CMs who were 
~~~~-~-n~t_o_p_-_r_~_.n_k_·c_d~c-1 c_.p_._3r~t-m_c_n_t_s __ ·~-}-lo_r_e~t·~~n~h-a~l-f __ (_s_7_._s~p-e_r_c_e_n_t~·)~o-f_·~t-h_e~3-0_s~__. 
; I 
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TABLE 4-26 
Number of Moves by Prestige of Ph.D.,* by Cohort 
30s Cohort 50s Cohort 
Prestige of Ph.D. Prestige of Ph.D. 
Hl Hz H3 N 
Moves 
--
3 8 4 3 15 
2 23 12 9 44 18 7 21 46 
1 26 16 16 58 46 24 34 104 
0 23 16 14 53 17 16 38 71 
Totalknown 80 48 42 170 81 47 93 221 
Percent Hoving 71.2 66.7 66.7 79.0 66.0 59.1 
Unknown 23 13 28 64 4 0 9 13 
Total 103 61 70 234 85 47 102 234 
*see Appendix C for schools in Hughes' and Keniston's ranks 
CMs, but 42.3 percent of the 50s CMs moved solely within a single sector 
throughout their career. This pattern persists despite the fact that within-
sector moves account for a nearly identical proportion (30s=.316, SOs=.313) of 
all the moves made by the respective CMs. In sheer volume, therefore, those 
CNs who graduated from the most prestigious departments were most mobile intra-
and intcr-sectorally. This mnbjlity applies across cohorts, and recommends 
r00! 11.:'rinr, thi: job sectors according to the criterion of prcstfge applied to 
the origin "states." If this procedure is followed, the job sectors are rede-
fired :1s prcstir:0 st·rat.'.l within sor1c occu;iation.11 structure. Any movement 
105 
TABLE 4-27 
Within Sector Moves by Prestige of Ph.D.,* by Cohort 
30s NOW'S 50s - Moves 
3 2 l N 2 l _N 
001-102 3 9 12 3 13 16 
200 7 13 20 l 17 18 
300 1 1 2 1 6 7 
310 1 1 2 2 2 
400 1 1 
415 1 1 
420 1 1 
444 1 1 
490 1 1 
Nufr',ber of '..Jithin 
Sector Moves Only 1 12 24 37 5 42 47 
Number of Moves 15 44 58 117 46 104 150 
Hl 7 14 21 Kl 1 19 20 
Prestige 
H2 1 4 5 10 K2 3 10 13 of Ph.D. 
H3 1 5 6 K3 1 13 14 
*s0e Appendix C 
~,,----------------------------------------' 
11 
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Any hierarchy of job prestige denotes an array of positions from the most 
to least valued in that particular structure. Because sociologists have always 
worked predominantly in the ac~demic sphere, ~ositions in Ph.D.-granting 
departments have been accorded the most prestige. Gradations of these depart-
ments have been done periodically to determine three or four prestige strata. 
Undergraduate departments of sociology constitute the next stratum; no system-
atic "internal" stratification of these colleges (see Gourman [l.96]_] for 
example) has been used extensively, nor will any be used here.9 Below these 
levels, almost any prestige order can be justified. If the base N was larger, 
research appointments in government ·agencies like NUffi and private organiza-
tions like Russell Sage could be stratified. As it is, jobs in the nonacademic 
sectors were pooled, as were academic-other, academic research and administra-
1 
tion, and academic-foreign jobs. The dead and unknown categories were retained 
separately. 
Given these changes, the career contingency table can be converted into a 
matrix of outflow proportions. Each ce 11 value of the contingency table is 
simply divided by the appropriate row marginal (p .. =n.
1
./n. ) to obtain a matrix 
l.J l._ l.. 
with non-negative elements and row sums equaling unity. The proportions given 
by the outflow matrix can be interpreted as probabilities. If so, the element 
in row i and column j is regarded as the probability that a person in state i 
at time t 0 will be in state j at ti· When this probabilistic interpretation is 
made, the outflow matrix is called a transition matrix. Its elements are 
referred to as transition probabilities and movement between strata or status 
C.:ttc);ories can be treated as a stoch,1stic process (Mayer, 1972:310-311). 
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By recasting movement as mobility, the following tables--or one-step 
transition matrices--designate stratum-to-stratum shifts among CMs for succes-
sive job intervals. Each row marginal is represented as a proportion of the 
total N, but these same row marginals are taken as unity for computing cell 
proportions. 
The focal point of each transition matrix is the diagonal. The size of 
the proportions reveals the extent of retention in a stratum, and reciprocally, 
the amount of outflow to other strata. Table 4-28 is a non-square matrix 
showing downward mobility from prestige of Ph.D. institutions to first job. 
Although more 30s CMs were trained in first- than in other-ranked departments, 
less than five percent received appointments in departments of equal rank. 
Most stratum-level inbreeding occurred among CMs from unranked (rank 3) doc-
1 
torate departments. For these three strata combined, only 13 percent were 
inbred. Most of the new Ph.D.s took jobs in sociology departments which 
granted only B.A. degrees. Almost half of those who graduated from unranked 
departments disappeared at first job, i.e., their whereabouts were unknown. 
Table 4-29 conveys substantially the same patterns for the 50s cohort. 
Most inbreeding was done among the least prestigious graduate sociology depart-
ments. Those accepting first postdoctoral jobs in the top three strata account! 
for 22.5 percent of the total known CMs. Like the 30s CMs, many 50s CMs who· 
originated from a second-ranked doctoral department took positions in third-
ranked departments. Thus, the hypothesis that prestige of first job affili-
ntion reflects doctoral origins unidirectionally is, at best, partially con-
firmed, }'.ost L"Hs were placed one or more notches lower in the job hierarchy, 
a pattern disccrnr<l by Brrclson (1960:113-114), and more recently for new I 
J 
I 
TABLE 4-28 
Prestige of Ph.D.a to Prestjge of JOB lSTb - 30s Cohort 
Prestige of 
JOB lST !!1 H2 !!3 200-204 
Prestige of 
Ph.D. 
Hl .048 .155 .321 
H2 .066 .213 .295 
H3 .171 • 271 
l:see Appendix C for schools in Hughes' ranking 
I 200-204: B.A.-granting sociology department 
300-314: nonacademic 
400-434: academic-nonsociology 
30(-314 
• Jl6 
.148 
.( 71 
444-454: academic-research institute or administrat1on 
480-494: academic-foreign country 
500: dead or retired 
999: unknown 
400-434 444-454 480-494 
.048 .048 
.033 • 016 
• 014 .014 .014 
500 999 N 
.262 .440 
(103) 
.230 .261 
(61) 
.443 .229 ,..... 0 (70) °' 
1. 000 
(234) 
.... ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-- ,, 
TABLE 4-29 
a b Prestige of Ph.D. to Prest:.ge of JOB lST - 50s Cohort 
Prestige of 
JOB lST Kl ~2 ~3 200 300·-'.110 400-430 444-450 480-490 500 999 N 
----
Prestige of 
Fh.D. 
Kl .118 .118 .224 • 20(1 .118 .070 .042 .129 .363 (85) 
Kz .213 • 362 .213 • 04~ .064 • 021 .021 .064 • 201 (47) 
K3 .010 • 010 .245 .333 .12:· • 049 .029 .196 .436 ..... (102) 0 
'° 
1. 000 
(234) 
:see Appendix C 
s<ae Ta.ble 4-28 
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doctorate sociologists, by Shichor (1971:12). None of the 30s CMs trained in 
second- and third-ranked institutions rose above their origins, and only two 
from the 50s cohort joined higher-ranked departments upon completing the Ph.D. 
unmist~kably, professional origins place a ceiling on first postdoctoral 
employment. 
Most CMs, irrespective of origin, moved to a department giving a baccalau-
reate degree only. Also of interest are the 20 percent from top-ranked schools 
that entered nonacademic sectors, and another 20 percent of those from the 
lowest doctoral stratum who immediately vanished from the scene. 
The matrices contained in Tables 4-30 through 4-33 show the mobility of 
30s CMs for the rest of their careers. At all intervals, the diagonal elements 
are, with rare exception, the largest. This means that immobility was the rule. 
I 
From first job to job in 1940 (Table 4-30), 82.4 percent of the known CMs 
remained in the same prestige stratum. Any mobility that did occur, tended to 
be more upward than downward. 
Mobility abounded in the 1940-50 job interval (Table 4-31) with those 
improving their status once again outnumbering those slipping. Moreover, of 
those moving to a higher stratum (N=37), more than 60 percent joined graduate 
sociology departments. For this period, the retention rate fell to 61.8 
percent (excluding "dead" and "unknown," of course) and originating in an 
undergraduate sociology depnrtrnent emerged as a "pivotal state," especially 
pivotal for upward mobility. 
I 
I' 
! 
The matrices in Tables 4-32 and 4-33 employ the ratings of Cartter (1966) 
and 1{oose and Andersen (1970) for r.'.lnki.ng the presti.r,e of M.A.- and Ph.D.-
gr:mt im; soci.ol o::y departments in l %0 :ind 1970. lO The schools comprising the 
l 
' ..i 
,,,.---
/ 
Prestige of 
JOB 40 
Prestige of 
JOB lST 
Hl 
H2 
H3 
200-204 
300-314 
400-434 
444-454 
480-494 
500 
999 
TABL:S 4-30 
Prestige of JOB lSTa to Prest.ige of JOB 40b - 30s Cohort 
Hl !!2 l!.3 200-204 30( 1-314 400-434 444-454 480-494 
----
.800 .200 
• 750 • 250 
.024 • 854 .049 • ( 124 
.057 .886 • ( 128 • 014 
.038 .115 • ll5 • (.54 • 077 
.125 .125 • 625 .125 
1.000 
• 017 • 017 • ( 1 7 .500 
500 999 
• 049 
.014 
1.000 
N 
• 021 
(5) 
.017 
(4) 
.175 
(41) 
.299 
(70) 
.lll 
(26) 
.034 
(8) 
• 008 
(2) 
• 026 
(6) 
.308 
(72) 
1.000 
(234) 
.... 
.... 
.... 
··~ 
.. -, 
,,,j j .. 
TABLE 4-31 
Prestige of JOB 40a to Prestige of JOB 50b - 30s Cohort 
Prestige of 
JOB 50 !1 !2 K3 200 3( 0 400 444 480 500 999 N 
Prestige of 
JOB 40 
Hl .500 .25 0 
.250 • 017 
(4) 
H2 • 600 .200 • 2( 10 
• 021 
( 5) 
H3 .043 .065 • 630 .152 • Ol 3 • 022 • 022 .022 .196 
(46) 200 
.059 .147 • 662 • OL 4 .015 .015 .029 • 029 .290 ...... 
...... ( 68) N 300 • 048 • 048 .233 ,52 4 • 048 .048 • 048 • 090 
(21) 400 
.5(0 .375 .125 
.034 
444 
.500 • 500 
(8) 
• 017 
(4) 480 
.333 • 3:; 3 
.333 • 013 
500 (3) 
999 
.013 
• 987 • 320 
(75) 
.998c 
a (234) bsee Appendix C 
see Table 4-28 
. cdoes not add to unity due to rounding 
L----
I TABLE: 4-32 
l 
Prestige of JOB 50a to Prestige of JOB 60b - 30s Cohort 
Prestige of 
JOB 60 f 1 f 2 f 3 f 4 200 300 400 444 480 500 999 N 
Prestige of 
JOB 50 
Kl • 750 • 250 • 017 
K2 .546 .155 .077 
(4) 
• 077 • 077 
.056 
K3 • 050 • 250 .375 .050 
(13) 
.100 • 050 .075 • 050 .171 
(40) 200 
.050 • 750 .050 
.117 .033 .256 
(60) ~ 
~ 300 
.043 .043 .087 .609 .130 .087 .098 w 
(23) 400 
.833 .167 .026 
(6) 444 1.000 .013 
(3) 480 
.333 .667 .013 
(3) 500 1.000 • 017 
(4) 999 
.013 .987 .333 
(78) 
1.000 
(234) 
a bsee Appendix C 
see Appendix D for schools in Cartter ranks and Table 4-28 
f TABLE ~-33 
Prestige of JOB 60 to Prestise of JOB 70* - 30s Cohort 
Prestige of 
JOB 70 RA! RA2 RA3 ~ 200 300 400 444 480 500 999 N 
jPres d.ge of 
JOB 60 
cl 1.000 
• 013 
(3) 
c2 • 091 .636 
.273 .047 
(11) 
c3 .077 .461 
.077 .231 .154 .056 
(13) 
c4 .053 .632 
.263 .053 .081 
(19) ,...... ,...... 200 
.560 • 020 .040 .260 .120 .241 ~ 
(50) 300 
'. 045 .545 .045 .136 ·• 227 .094 
(22) 400 
.500 .167 .167 .167 . 051 
(12) 4t.4 
.750 • 250 .017 
(4) 480 
.500 .500 • 008 
(2) 500 1.000 • 073 
999 
• 025 .037 
(17) 
.010 • 926 .346 
(81) 
1.000 
(234) 
*see Appendix D for schools in Cartter and in Roose an1l Andersen ranks and Table 4-28. 
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strata at each interval can be found in Appendix D. In order to gauge the 
degree of immobility for the 1950-60 interval, the "good" and "adequate plus" 
categories (strata 3 and 4) were collapsed. More than three-quarters (76.5 
percent) of the 30s CMs did not leave their 1950 stratum. A majority of those 
who did experienced "slippage." 
The proportion of immobility for the final interval (Table 4-33) is com-
parable to that indicated in the first job-to-job in 1940 matrix (see Table 
4-30). But the sources of these configurations differ. The 81.9 percent 
remaining in the same prestige stratum from 1960 to 1970 reflects a job perrna-
nency expected near the end of one's professional lifetime. Stability and exit 
from the structure via death are two "sure bets." Locating CMs early in their 
careers, however, involved measuring first and second job--an interval of only 
1-5 years. In part, therefore, the pervasive immobility observed was artifi-
cial. If this interval is disregarded, 30s CMs conform to the classic phenome-
non of age militating against mobility. 
From Table 4-34, one may infer that the measurement of first job-to-job in 
1960 inflated the coefficient of immobility. After merging strata 3 and 4, the 
proportions on the diagonal account for 64.8 percent of the known 50s CMs. 
Although this percentage is appreciably less than that for the 30s cohort, both 
are analogous to the problem of "autocorrelatio1111 encountered when the inter-
vals in time-series data are too brief. When the time between observations is 
increased, errors are likely to behave randomly (Blalock, 1969:84). Indeed, 
when the interval is lengthened to ten years duration (job in 1960-to-job in 
1970), immobility declines to 48. 7 percent and the off-diagonal proportions 
incre~sc. This is not to say that all error has been eliminated; prestige of 
I TABLE 4-34 Prestige of JOB lSTa to Pres1:ige of JOB 60b - 50s Cohort 
i 
Prestige of 
JOB 60 
·_g1 c2 f 3 .£4 200 300··310 400-430 444-450 480-490 500 999 N 
----
Prestige of 
JOB lST 
Kl .636 .091 .091 .091 • 0!11 .047 
. 
(11) 
K2 • 364 • 091 .273 .091 • 091 • 091 • 047 (11) 
K .135 .135 • 423 .135 • 0''7 .038 .019 .019 • 019 .222 3 (52) 
200 .016 .016 .032 .032 .746 • 0· 79 .048 • 016 .016 .2 70 
(63) 
-
-300-310 .031 .094 . 7:iO .031 • 062 .031 .137 (]\ 
(32) 
400-430 .111 .111 .056 • o:;6 .667 .077 
(18) 
444-450 .014 .014 .014 • o:.4 .028 .014 .030 
(7) 
480-l190 .167 .167 .667 • 026 
(6) 
500 
999 .029 • 971 .145 
(34) 
1. 001 c 
(234) 
a bsee Appendix C 
see Appendix D and Table 4-28 
cadds to more than unity due to rounding 
I 
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job in 1960 for 34 CMs is unknown. Rather, the incidence of mobility is more 
accurately captured by the second- to third-job transition matrix (see Tables 
4-31 and 4-35). For both cohorts, vertical mobility peaked during this period. 
The unilaterally upward trend seen in Table 4-35--at least one 50s CM in every 
stratum moved to a higher stratum ten years hence--is further evidence that 
employment opportunities proliferated for young Ph.D.'s in 1960s. Not only did 
sos CMs seize these opportunities with greater frequency, but advanced to the 
upper echelons more than ever before. Approximately half of those who advanced 
(N=58) moved to a graduate department of sociology. This figure includes those 
who "reappeared" in 1970 due to new data sources in the form of national 
faculty registers. These contributed mightily to locating CMs teaching in aca-
demic departments other than sociology. 
& Development employees is similarly overdue. Such sources would be a boon to 
constructing employment histories for special populations. 
In the case of another special population--CMs from Catholic universities-
the periodic publication of the names and addresses of prominent Catholic soci-
ologists in the American Catholic Sociolo~ical Review was of little help. In 
the 1935-39 population and 1955-59 sampled combined, only 28 sociologists were 
granted the Ph.D. from Catholic institutions. Almost all of these came from 
C3tholic University, and the first job affiliation for more than half could not 
be found. The remaining N is too small to analyze, although the following 
"findin~s" ?,re il"lplied: (l) this subset of CMs was, by and large, composed of 
clerics or reli~ious who presumably went to teach in the seminaries and 
convrnts of their respective orders or in colleges and universitirs sponsored 
bv their re1ir:ious cor:;r:iunitic>s; (2) :i se.1rch of the cntalop.s from t:hcsf' ;,chools 
-TABLE 4-35 
Prestige of JOB 60 to Prest:~ge of JOB 70* - 50s Cohort 
Prestige of 
JOB 70 RAl RA2 RA3 RA4 2 00 300 400 444 480 500 999 N 
Prestige of 
JOB 60 
cl .500 .125 .12~; .125 .125 .034 (8) 
c2 • 077 .231 .231 .154 .077 .154 .077 .056 (13) 
c3 .067 .067 .600 .067 .13:1 .067 .064 (15) 
c4 .070 .034 .138 • 345 .17:'. .103 .034 .034 • 034 .034 .124 (29) t--' 
200 .016 .048 .063 • 68:'. .016 .016 .032 .048 .016 • 063 .270 
t--' 
CX> 
(63) 
300 .027 .135 .08:. .273 .108 .054 .027 .270 .158 (37) 
400 .158 .151\ .053 .421 .105 .105 .081 (19) 
444 .167 .167 .167 .500 • 026 
(6) 
480 .22:: .667 .111 .038 
(9) 
500 1.000 .004 
(1) 
999 .029 .080 .029 • 382 • 029 .029 .411 .145 
(34) 
1.000 
(234) 
,*see Appendix D and Table 4-28 
I 
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unproductive--name changes created impossible obstacles to tracing particu-
lar CHs; and (3) among those who stayed in the structure, most joined Catholic 
graduate or undergraduate sociology departments, suggesting that a distinct job 
pipe 1 ine ex is ts, tapping new Ph. D.'s from Catholic universities into it. Though 
empirical evidence is lacking, the writer suspects that this pipeline operates· 
regionally to place Catholic school M.A!s in nonacademic jobs as well. Finally~ 
on the basis of the scant data available, that these sociologists ever "break" 
the circuit and join secular institutions would appear to be the exception. 
Unfortunately, the handful of non-Catholic-produced CMs who took positions in 
Catholic sociology departments precludes even speculation on their subsequent 
mobility. If the orientation and structure of these departments is as singular 
as the present data suggest and Pankin (1972:6-7) and Donovan (1964:189-205) 
contend, then this population certainly merits systematic study. 
Findings on pipelines and circuits connote inbreeding by prestige stratum, 
geographical region, or institution. Institutional inbreeding refers to 
employment of a scientist by the department that awarded him the Ph.D. If only 
CMs for whom some job data exist are considered, just 7.6 percent of the 30s 
cohort (N=l70) and 10.0 percent of the 50s cohort (N=221) were inbred or hired 
by their doctorate department~ timi:_ 92:1ring their career. This is well 
below the percentages obtained using the prestige stratum definition (13 and 
22.5 respectively). These percentages, too, lag behind those for other disci-
plines (lforr;ens, 1969). Taken together, the present findings fai 1 to corrobo-
rate fully the view that inbreeding is (1) practiced most by the most presti-
gious de pnrtments (Cr.:rne, 19 70; Gross, 1970) or (2) is curvilinear, occurring 
typically in the most and the least prestigious departments (Shichor, 1970). 
___ ,_,_, ______________________________________ ...._,. 
I 
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What does seem to be curvilinear is the mobility of CMs out of prestigious 
sociology departments. Across cohorts and most intervals, CMs in first-ranked 
and those in both third- and fourth-ranked departments tend to remain where 
they are (note the high proportions on the diagonals of Tables 4-30 through 
4-35) while those in second-ranked departments tend to leave. The hypothesis 
regarding the higher mobility rates of sociologists from prestigious depart-
ments can be only conditionally accepted: CMs affiliated with prestigious 
departments move less often as a group than those affiliated with nonprestige 
strata; however, those in second-ranked departments move more often than those 
in any other stratum. 
The extreme opposite of inbred CMs are those "outbred"--i.e., those moving 
straight out of the discipline. Those CMs for whom iob information was not 
found at the first job interval (and at subsequent intervals as well) were 
typically trained in the lowest-ranked departments. One could argue that these 
CMs were marginal to the discipline at the ou·tset, and hence either left soci-
ology or were attracted elsewhere because their commitment to professional 
norms and activities was weak. Whether certain institutions breed such "dis-
content" is another question. Surely, a faculty that personifies traditional 
scientific behavior--including a career in academia--cannot be underernphasized 
in the initiation of neophyte sociologists into those traditions. 
The publication-citation typology of sociologists can be utilized to test 
an hypothesis about the influence of sector-specific norms on the research pro-
d11c ti vity of CMs. After prestige of employment was collapsed i.nto four cate-
gorics--graduatc department of sociology, undergraduate only department of 
socio lo1~y, non::icademlc, and academic-nonsociolop,y (including administration), 
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modal career job location was coded for each CM. In multimodal cases, job at 
last interval assigned the CM to a category. Table 4-36 presents the cross-
tabulations by cohort. As expected, most prolific and mass-producing CMs work 
Prolific 
Mass-Producing 
Perfectionist 
Silent 
Prolific 
Mnss-Producing 
Perfectionist 
Silent 
TABLE 4-36 
Type3 of Sociologist by Modal Career 
Job Location,b by Cohort 
Grad Dept of 
Sociology 
22 
12 
3 
21 
58 
Grad Dept of 
Sociology 
30 
12 
5 
23 
70 
30s 
Undergrad Only 
Dept of Socl 
11 
12 
0 
46 
69 
sos 
Undergrad Only 
Dept of Socl 
3 
5 
3 
55 
68 
Nonacademic 
6 
3 
2 
11 
22 
Nonacademic 
3 
2 
0 
30 
35 
a,bsee text for definitions 
Acad-NonSoc 
Admin 
1 
6 
2 
12 
21 
Acad-NonSoc 
Adrnin 
5 
4 
4 
35 
48 
N 
40 
33 
7 
90 
170 
N 
43 
23 
12 
143 
221 
in academic settings, especially in M.A.- and Ph.D.-granting sociology depart-
ments. It is here that pressure to publish engenders a constant output of high 
quality work. Repeatedly, prestige of current affiliation has been found to be 
stron~ly related to productivity (Crane, 1970; Hagstrom, 1971; Lightfield, 
1971). Chubin and Zelus (1971) ascertained that sociologists affiliated with 
Knuds0n ;rnd V:Jngh~m 's (1969) top 20 departments in 1964 authored l,0-55 percent 
of ;111 tlw ;.1r·ti.cl0s ::ppc::lrinc; in thf' five A •. S.A. ;ourn.ils plus ATS and SP froi~' 
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l96S-69 (refer also to Table 4-9). Westie (1973:25) found that sociologists 
located in large Ph.D.-granting departments had the highest expectations of 
achieving recognition as a leader in their specialties and "professional immor-
tality" through their writings. The polar extreme of this situation is the 
overwhelming proportion of CMs employed by colleges. Two-thirds of 30s CMs and 
80 percent of 50s CMs working predominantly in this setting were professionally 
silent. For these persons, the efficacy of the teaching ethic cannot be 
doubted. In Mills (1951:129-136) terms, college teachers are rewarded for 
"retailing" knowledge, not producing it. The behavior of the present sub-
samples are supportive of this notion. 
As for those CMs nonacademically employed and those working in an academic 
capacity (but not in sociology), the 50s subsamples are considerably less pro-
1ductive than their 30s counterparts. 
I 
However, numerous members of the 30s sub-
sample were excluded from the analysis because their job at every interval was 
unknown. They were not only invisible-- leavi.ng the discipline immediately 
after receiving the Ph.D.--but silent--nonfunctioning researchers. Modal work 
setting thus has a measurable impact on the career research performance of CMs. 
Whereas departments organized similarly to those in which CMs were trained 
reinforce the traditional norms, those oriented primarily to different obliga-
tions--teaching, administration, governmental tasks and private enterprises--
inhibit behavior in which the doctorate sociologist was taught to engage. 
Thus, location in the structure also conditions productivity, just as do aca-
demic origins. 
A Su!1'.mary of the net changes in the composition of prestige strata by 
cohort is present in Table 4-37. The outflow from professional origins appears 
-l 
TABL3 4-37 
Net Changes in Distribution of Cohort Mermers by Prestige of Employment, 1940-1970 
Graduate Sociology Department B.A.-gra1ting Academic Research Foreign 
Only Sc ci- Non- not Institute or Aca-
Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 Rank 4 ology I~ academic Sociology Administration dernic 
JOB lST 
-. 95 -.94 -.42 
JOB 40 -.20 • 25 .10 -.2( -.19 .oo 1.00 -.50 
30s: JOB 50 • 00 1.40 -.11 -.1~ .10 -.25 -.25 • 00 
JOB 60 -.25 -.15 -.68 -. li -.04 1.00 .33 -.33 
-.20 ..... 
!'..) 
JOB 70 .33 -.27 -.46 -.32 - • 1+( -.46 -.17 1.50 * 
w 
JOB lST -.87 -. 77 -.49 
50s: JOB 60 -.27 • 36 -.73 • oc .12 .11 -.14 .50 
-.19 
JOB 70 .12 -.31 .27 -.10 -. Oi -.51 .63 1.00 .33 
*loss cannot be expressed as a decimal value (see Table 4-33) 
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fairly consistent across cohorts and prestige levels with the top stratum 
losing the most, the second and third strata losing less and "catching" some 
from above. The subsequent losses suffered by these strata were much less 
dramatic. In fact, gains were registered around the midterm of the 30s CMs' 
careers, a trend replicated by the 50s cohort. 
Interva 1 
lST-40 
40-50 
30s: 
50-60 
60-70 
lST-60 
50s: 
60-70 
TABLE 4-38 
Outflow/Inflow Proportions and Percent Change in 
the Composition of Graduate Departments 
of Sociology, by Cohort 
N Originating 
Outflow in Grad Soc Inflow 
Proportio~ Dept Strata Proportion 
.120 50 .089 
.273 55 .161 
.281 57 .052 
.456 46 .. 014 
.324 74 .110 
.336 65 .142 
N Originating 
in Other Strata 
112 
105 
96 
78 
127 
134 
Percent 
Change 
-3.l 
-11. 2 ' 
-22.9 
-44.2 
-21.4 
-19.4 
Looking at the balance of outflow and inflow in all graduate departments 
of sociology combined (Table 4-38), the outflow proportions steadily outstrip 
the inflow, resulting in net losses of CMs to these strata. Put another way, 
most 30s CMs with appointments in the most prestigious departments retained 
them or moved to similar departments until death or retirement. Simultane-
ously, other CMs lower in the hierarchy moved upward with greater difficulty, 
as the inflow proportions specify. 
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Among SOs CMs, position interchange was more common: more people moved up 
to the top three prestige levels, more moved down and the net changes indicate 
8 somewhat different trend from the plummeting one of the 30s cohort. 
Nevertheless, to test the hypothesis that CMs fro~ prestigious Ph.D.-
granting departments move to other prestigious departments more often than 
those from non-prestigious departments presents a complicated problem. Career 
mobility is not readily seen in one-step transition matrices. The problem is 
compounded by the minute number bf CMs whose initial placement was in the 
first- or second-ranked stratum. Tree diagrams alleviate the former difficult~ 
while the second can be met by pooling the transition probabilities in the 
first- and second-ranked strata and then in third- and fourth-ranked strata. 
In all cases, more CMs remained in high prestige positions than others moving 
up to them. Consequently, the data negate the hypothesis that CMs from the 
most prestigious doctorate departments move less often, but when they do, it is 
to departments of similar prestige. CMs from doctorate departments of lower 
status are less likely than their prestige-endowed counterparts to move to 
departments of higher prestige. The probability was indeed greater that when 
they did move, they moved to lower strata. 
Three structural constraints ciust be weighed in interpreting the above 
findings. First, Blau and Duncan (1967) have observed that individuals who 
begin at a high level of job prestige have less opportunity for upward mobility 
than those who begin low. This obvious point has serious methodological impli-
cations: any structure imposes a ceiling on mobility for the few at the very 
top. For them, continued mobility must be defined in other tcrms--professional 
rank (cf. Fr,1nldin ~-t.:. .!!:..~·· 1972), promotion, and tenure (cf. Brewster, 1972). 
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second, the flow of CMs between status categories can result from temporal 
change in the prestige of institutions in the structure. 11 Thus, even though a 
CM might not have changed institutions in a given interval, devaluation or 
improved valuation of a department in the ratings that were employed could 
result in a statistical "move." This statistical move distinguishes structural 
mobility from sectoral mobility. Although the cases affected by this distinc-
tion are few, they are exemplary of nonrandom elements in the discipline which 
produce shifts in both the location of available talent and the careers of 
those sociologists involved. Third, if positions in the high prestige strata 
are being vacated so that losses mount in the representation of CMs in these 
stratn, then sociologists from other doctorate cohorts must be taking advantage 
of the opportunities. This is White's (1970) thesis: there are two kinds of 
flows--flows of individuals between status categories and flows of jobs or 
opportunities proceeding in the opposite direction. If a CM forsakes a job at 
a high status level and fills one below, then his downward mobility has pro-
duced a high status vacancy. In the event that new positions are created, this 
structural formulation breaks down. A person need not vacate the position to 
activate the opportunity chain. Sociology is such a structure: old and new 
departments alike instituted doctoral programs in the 1960's and recruited 
"graduate" caliber faculty. Instead of "siphoning off" sociologists from lower 
strat.'.1, these departments were accomodated by an abundant supply of new Ph.D.s 
(NAS, 1967). They filled new jobs and, as the data in Table 4-38 testify, dis-
placed a good proportion of the CMs from high status positions. 
Finally, the guiding hypothesis of the study--that the structure of soci-
ology has operated in essentially the same way for the last 35 years--seems to 
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be partially discredited by the analysis thus far. For those of auspicious 
academic origins, the hypothesis is verified. The homogeneity of those trained 
in prestigious departments predisposes them to jobs in that stratum and those 
nearby (cf. Blau and Duncan, 1967:49-52). For most, however, origins do not 
exert such a continuing influence; movement to nonacademic jobs and positions 
outside the discipline is commonplace. The homogeneity of destinations pre-
served among the "auspicious" few is more than compensated by the heterogeneity 
of jobs across which most CMs are distributed and to which they move. The 
attractiveness of these jobs in the 1960's was sufficient to disperse 50s CMs 
throughout the structure; this dispersion was so effective that former place-
ment mechanisms were, in fact, less effective in containing these doctorate 
sociologists within their profession and within the upper prestige strata of 
I 
the disciplinary hierarchy. Reappraisal of these interpretations will come with 
tests of a mobility model in Chapter 5. 
Summary 
Collectively and distributively, this chapter has shown that the origins 
and the destinations of CMs are intertwined. Their careers provide empirical 
evidence of differential training ideologies transmitted in graduate school. 
The subsequent immobility and "silence" of most CMs across cohorts is a struc-
tural constant that shrouds temporal and sectoral variations. 
On the performance level, a paucity of "perfectionist" sociologists may 
be a commentary on the paradigmatic state of the discipline. But an abundance 
.. 
of unproductive CMs signifies the ascendance of diverse professional orienta-
tions .-ind the .1llure of competing rcw:Jrds. For that minority of CHs conforming1 
to tr<1dition:d n•sear<'h cxpect.'.ltions, ;:i c:lrcer in sociolo~;y is a self-fulfilling 
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prophecy: cosmopolitan in scope, prolific in contributions, eminent in 
rewards. It is this numerical elite that steers the discipline on its course 
of "normal" scientific progress. This elite reaps the benefits of that progress 
by crystallizing its status in the upper stratum of the occupational structure. 
For most CMs trained in prestigious departments, mobility is restricted to the 
prestige-laden sectors of the transition matrix, their status seems almost 
inherited. For the few CMs rising above their academic origins to join the 
elite, their careers approach the quasi-perfect mobility model of statistical 
independence between origin and destination states. 
For the modal CM, horizontal movement supplants vertical mobility as the 
professional lifetime draws to a close. For the typical 50s CM, the opportu-
nity structure has intensified his movement in both directions. A more mobile 
I 
job cycle is indicated and the probability of passage to both higher and lower 
strata is eased at future intervals. 
Assuming that the CMs' scholarly outputs are generalizable to the rest of 
the discipline, Price's (1963:43ff) adaptation of Lotka's inverse-square law of 
productivity aptly applies to sociology: roughly 50 percent of all scientific 
papers are produced by approximately 10 percent of the scientists. If the bulk 
of this research is rarely cited, then only a fraction of any discipline is 
materially advancing its development. This reality negates the "Ortesa" 
hypothesis that a multitude of average scientists contribute substantinllv to 
new rcse>:lrch Ji.scovcries, even if thPy are not the "discoverers" (J. Cole and 
Cole, 1972:372). Rather, this numerical elite of prolific scientists precipi-
t~tcs thr hrc~kthrnu~hs nnd is credited with their ultimntc occurrence. But 
do;'~' thi•; h.:l['Pi'n in soci.olo.!;y? Docs the rcsc,1rch elite intersect the cli.tc 
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in prestigious positions (most of whose members possess a prestigious 
This is the hypothesis that will be tested by means of a mobility 
model. By tracing mobility through a sequence of jobs, three paramount issues 
can be addressed: (l) is movement forced or volitional, (2) does sociology 
truly reward research achievements, and (3) can the career mobility patterns of 
the noneminent as well as the eminent sociologist be accurately predicted? 
1 
CHAPTER FIVE 
SYNTHESIS OF THE FINDINGS 
The final phase of the findings draws on the collective and distributive 
data synthesizing their relevance for explaining and predicting the location of 
cohort members in the occupational structure of the discipline. The synthe-
sizing iool is a stochastic model of mobility. Such a model consists of two or 
more states s1, s2 , ••• sn. Recall from Chapter 4 that movement of an 
element from one state to another over some interval of time is called a tran-
sition. If, at any point in time, an element can move to one of several 
states, one can speak of the probability of a particular transition. Ordinar-
ily, the probability of a transition from a si to another sj is denoted by Pij• 
The model represents movement through a number of states in a specified time 
frame. 
Modeling the process of occupational mobility followed by each cohort pre-
supposes a social system. To speak of a system further implies that the 
various social positions in that system can be sensibly ordered by a taxonomy 
of a limited number of categories, which can then be interpreted as the states 
of the mobility process. In this context, the process is defined as the move-
ment of CMs from a job in one state of the system to a job in a different 
state. Without a clear a priori theoretical rationale for combining several 
positions into a single state, the researcher is left with common sense and 
pragmatic constraints. 
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In the case at hand, "common sense" means following past observers of the 
academic world. The categories of the tradition they have created are Ph~D.­
granting schools, non-Ph.D.-granting schools (four-year colleges, some with 
limited M.A. programs), and professional positions outside academia. 
Partly because the present study focuses on one "academic" discipline, 
sociology, this researcher has slightly modified this scheme by adopting a tax-
onomy of five categories: 
A. graduate degree-granting sociology departments; 
B. B.A.-granting sociology departments; 
C. the nonacademic sector; 
D. academic positions not in sociology departments; 
E. death or retirement. 
It would have been desirable to have a finer classification system which 
would have distinguished two or three levels of prestige within these cate-
gories. A practical problem, however, made this impossible: there were simply 
too few sociologists produced in the late 1930's to permit the analysis of 
mobility with a model containing more than three to five states. After omit-
ting all CMs for whom job information at one or more intervals was lacking, the 
N's were reduced even further to 133 for the 30s cohort and 176 for the 50s. 1 
Since the focus of the present analysis is job transience, predictions of 
movement to the "death" state are irrelevant. 2 It was assumed that because an 
experienced professional usually has tenure, or something analogous to it in a 
nonacademic setting, CMs would have very likely remained in the positions they 
held at the time of death or retirement had they not died or retired. This 
assumption was used for the 30s cohort. In effect, this procedure freezes the 
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CM in the structure and simultaneously increases the observed diagonal cell 
sizes for the cohort in its later years. Since exit from the system is not 
equivalent to loss of occupational status per ~' this rationale seems tenable. 
Because only five of the 50s CMs died before 1970, they were simply excluded 
from the analysis. Therefore, the adjusted system within which mobility was 
observed consists of four states--A, B, C, and D. 
Observing mobility, however, tells us little about what conditions such 
behavior. The findings reported in the previous chapter suggest that neither 
ascribed nor achieved factors can be ruled out. Which variables, then, affect 
mobility? Spilerman (1972a), building on earlier attempts to modify a particu-
lar stochastic model, the finite Markov chain (cf. Bartholomew, 1967; Blumen 
et al., 1955; McFarland, 1970; McGinnis, 1968), proposes a way of assessing 
I 
what conditions mobility. In theory, the Spilerman (1972a) model permits one 
to examine how different variables affect different kinds of transitions.3 
If transitions between any pair of states are coded as dummy dependent 
variables and then regressed on several independent variables, the resultant 
A 
Yij can be interpreted as a probability. Admittedly, this departs from the 
ordinary least-squares procedure of interpreting the Y values in terms of the 
original units by which Y was measured. 
For the problem at hand, estimating regression models for every transition 
is not feasible because there would be insufficient cases for estimating the 
number of parameters. Since most CMs can be expected to remain in the same 
state over time, as seen in the mobility tables in Chapter 4, it seems plaus-
ible to examine only five transitions in detail--the four denoting immobility 
and the residual case of any between-state move. This strategy will produce 
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relatively stable parameter estimates since only five separate regressions will 
be performed, instead of the sixteen which would be required for analyzing all 
transitions. 
The hypothesized parameters or best predictors of job movement over each 
interval were selected both for their temporality and heteroscedasticity. The 
apparent "interchangeability" of some derives from their shared variance 
(Lazarsfeld, 1958). Thus, an attempt was made to eliminate a predictor from a 
particular set if it was suspected that it was a linear function of another 
already in the set (cf. Heise, 1970:10). The sets of these independent vari-
ables used in the preliminary regressions are listed in Table 5-1. 
Tables 5-2 and 5-3 report the beta weights for those predictors initially 
meeting the partial F criterion (p( .05) and reentered step-wise into the equa-
l 
tion for that transition. The coefficients are standardized for sake of com-
parisons over time and between transitions. 
The R2 values indicate that none of the predictor sets are very effi-
cient. 4 More importantly, the only consistent predictors are publications and 
age at Ph.D. For those remaining in a graduate department of sociology (tran-
sition AA), publication has a singular impact. Increase in the size of the 
beta weight for "pub" indicates that the CMs located in this sector continue to 
publish throughout their career. The fact that these sociologists also earned 
the Ph.D. at an early age could be construed as a mark of "brilliance" or "ana-
lytic ability" which predisposed them to the research role and a productive 
career. Even though the influence of this variable wanes with age, it con-
trasts sharply with the effect of "age" on the BB transition. Just the oppo-
site seems to be occurring in B.A.-granting sociology departments: a 
30s: 
50s: 
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TABLE 5-1 
Hypothesized Best-Predictor Sets of Time-Dependent 
Variables Used in Stepwise Regression Analyses 
of Job Transitions, by Interval and Cohort 
Transition 
JOBlST-40 pub5 
1940-50 publ5, citlO 
PHA, lapse, age, predoc, 
1950-60 pub25, . cit20 
1960-70 totpub, totcit, 
pub5 
PKA, lapse, age, predoc, 
pro age 
JOBlST-60) 
1960-70 tot pub, totcit, proage 
n11 A ... nt- "' __ -- _ ..:i ,, _ _ r: .c __ ..... - .._ _ _ • . _ •. • •. •. • _ _ _ • 1 ' ..... • , 
PKA: 
lapse: 
age: 
predoc: 
pub5: 
publ5: 
pub25: 
tot pub: 
citlO: 
cit20: 
totcit: 
proage: 
.Lu•AI• '-""""'A.u • ..:;'"' .1..u vu~ v..a.. .a..vu ....... ~c:u .LU..:tL...J..'-U.LLVU'"> .L.G.111\..'CU uy .1..tuc,au::o 
(coded 1, 0) 
Ph.D. earned in one of fifteen institutions ranked by Keniston 
(coded 1, O) 
time elapsed between receipt of B.A. and of Ph.D. 
chronological age at Ph.D. 
predoctoral publication (coded 1, O) 
number of publications five years after receipt of Ph.D. 
number of publications fifteen years after receipt of Ph.D. 
number of publications twenty-five years after receipt of Ph.D. 
total number of career publications 
number of citations in a sample of journals ten years after 
receipt of Ph.D. 
number of citations in a sample of journals twenty years after 
receipt of Ph.D. 
total number of career citations 
professional age or 1970 minus year of Ph.D. receipt 
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TABLE 5-2 
Optimal Efficiency Equationsa for Predicting 
Major Transitionsb - 30s Cohort 
JOBlST to 1940 
Transition 
Predictor AA BB cc DD M 
pub5 .174 
age -.198 
lapse 
.211 
R2 
.081 .045 
1940 to 1950 
AAC BB cc DD M 
publ5 .183 -.153 
age 
-.189 .273 - .462 
.I.Cl p1:>t: 
.JVL 
R2 
.085 .074 .075 
1950 to 1960 
M BB cc DD M 
pub25 .307 -.164 
age 
-.151 .284 -.361 
lapse 
.363 -.187 R2 
.142 .132 .038 .035 
1960 to 1970 
AA BB cc DD M 
tot pub .343 -.155 .425 
age 
.267 -.513 
lapse • 34 7 
-.173 
proag2 
-.176 
R .118 .119 .097 .030 
a for each beta weight, p (partial F)( .05 
bsee text and Table 5-1 for definition of transitions and predictors A 
Ceach column should be interpreted as ilie sample equation shows: 1940-50p(YM)= 
.183publ5 - .189age 
8 for 
136 
TABLE 5-3 
Optimal Efficiency Equationsa for Predicting 
Major Transitionsb - 50s Cohort 
JOBlST to 1960 
Transition AA BB cc DD 
Predictor 
pub5 .271 
- .139 
age 
-.278 .155 
lapse .153 
PKA 
-.208 
R2 
.147 .121 
1960 to 1970 
AA BBi,; cc DD 
tot pub 
.410 -.252 
age 
-.143 
PKA 
-.161 
proage .200 
R2 
.264 .104 
each beta weight, p (partial F)( .05 
M 
M 
bsee text and Table 5-1 for definition of transitions and predictors A 
ceach column should be interpreted as the sample equation shows: 1960- 70p (YBW 
-.252totpub - .161PKA 
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nonresearch (and presumably, a teaching) orientation predominates, and at least 
for the 50s CMs, earning the Ph.D. from an unranked institution also increases 
the likelihood of remaining in a B.A.-granting department. 
The betas for those remaining in the nonacademic and academic-nonsociology 
sectors must be interpreted cautiously due to small sample sizes. The CC tran-
sition is a case in point. For the 30s cohort, the betas disclose a trend: 
analytic ability as signified by receipt of Ph.D. at a young age leads CMs 
moving outside the academic boundaries of the discipline. Yet, research pub-
lished in sociological journals had a changing effect on stayers in the non-
academic sector. Prior to 1960, 30s CMs were either rewarded for producing 
"in-house" papers only or not encouraged to write at all. Later, however, 
sociologists employed in this sector appear to have been rewarded for publish-
ing in the public domain. Over a span of 20-30 years, the environment may or 
may not have been conducive to research activity, though something in it kept 
CMs there. Whether policy or personnel shifts are responsible for change in 
the sign of the publication beta weight is not clear. 
Tables 5-4 and 5-5 give additional clues as to the effect of certain vari-
ables on mobility. These equations are inefficient in explaining variation in 
(non)transitions,5 but at the same time, they confirm that variables like cita-
tions, predoctoral publication, and earning the doctorate in a prestigious 
department are inappropriate for predicting immobility among CMs, regardless of 
sector.6 Assuming that affiliation with a graduate department of sociology (A) 
is the occupational pinnacle of prestige in the discipline, the probability of 
remaining there (i.e., making the AA transition) depends primarily on research 
productivity. ~~J:_hing else yeall~ counts. 
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TABLE 5-4 
Standardized Regression Coefficients for Hypothesized 
Best-Predictors of Major Transitions* - 30s Cohort 
JOBlST to 1940 
Transition 
AA BB cc DD 
Predictor 
pub5 .25ob - .127 -.121 -.058 
age -.188b 
predoc -.140 
lapse .117 -.095 .205b 
PHA 
R2 .095b .033 -.021 .0488 
1940 to 1950 
AAC BB cc DD 
publS .244~ -.163a -.153~ -.076 
age -.178 .376b - .462 -.134 
pre doc -.136b .093 
lapse -.161 .302- .229 
PHA 
.1ooh R2 .099b .0758 .026 
1950 to 1960 
AA BB cc DD 
pub25 .307b - • 204b .082 
age -.1518 .52ob -.349b 
pre doc .090 .036 
lapse 
.142b 
-.285~ .35ob .120 
R2 .156 .039 .026 
1960 to 1970 
AA BB cc DD 
tot pub .318b -.so5b .425b .214 
-.1608 .480b b age -.51\ b proage -.099 .113 -.176b .16Sb 
lapse -.230 .• 347 .178 
pre doc 
.145b 
-.096 
R2 .144b ,097b .074 
*sec text and Table 5-1 for definitions 
a p(partial F) < . 05 
~(partial F)< .01 
nch column should be interpreted as the sample equation shows: 
2tf!fpubl5 - .178agc - .136prcdoc 
-
M 
.080 
.055 
-.062 
.011 
M 
.085 
.057 
.010 
M 
-.119 
-.075 
-.079 
.043 
M 
- .372 
-.201b 
.048 
A 
l 9l+O- SOp (Y 
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TABLE 5-5 
Standardized Regression Coefficients for Hypothesized 
Best Predictors of Major Transitions* - 50s Cohort 
Transition 
Predictor 
pub5 
age 
lapse 
PKA 
pre doc 
R2 
tot pub 
age 
lapse 
PKA 
pre doc 
proag2 
R 
*see text and Table 5-1 
ap (partial F) • 05 
bp (partial F) • 01 
JOBlST to JOB1960 
AA BB cc DD 
b 
"." ~ 162b - .129a .036 
.230b 
-.272 .127 .117 .140 
.154a .038 .024 -.10\ 
.076 -.216b .081 -.173 
.066 .052 -.126 
.158b .124b .043 .042 
1960 to 1970 
AA BBC cc DD 
b 
-.378b -.050 
.557b 
-.167 -.070 .031 .056 
.073 , 197a .080 -.150 
.086 -.166b .077 .126a 
.073b 
.159b -.208b -.042 .053 
.277 .130b .020 .019 
for definitions 
CEach column should be interpreted as the sample equation shows: 
-.378totpub - .070age + .197lapse - .166 PKA - .208proage 
M 
-.150a 
-.027 
-.044 
.024 
M 
.178a 
-.186 
-.056 
.089 
.031 
.036 
A 
1960-70p(YBB)= 
140 
/ 
Among the variables that washed out in the regressions,7 "citations" are 
most curious. Their failure to be discriminating of any transition is 
subject to two interpretations. Either citations have little bearing on cre-
ating opportunities for movement or the present sampled indices are too poor to 
measure the influence of citations. 
In order to gain some insight into citations, regressions were performed 
with "citlO," 11cit20," and "totcit" as dependent variables. The results show 
that number of publications at 5, 15, and 25 years after receipt of the Ph.D. 
is the only statistically significant predictor, explaining as much as 39 
percent of the variance in cited work for the 30s cohort and 50 percent for the 
50s. The only other beta weight appearing consistently in each equation is 
that for job location in a graduate department of sociology. The fact that the 
I 
betas for every other location (each coded as a dummy variable) dropped out of 
the equations support the transition regressions reported above •. Working in 
sector A departments has some impact on scholarly output and its recognition by 
the disciplinary community. Thus, one can speculate that the rewards of a 
prestigious academic environment hasten the marking of "quality" on published 
products, and doubtless, on the producers as well. For some CMs, this mark is 
premature,8 yet its achievement cari compensate for the ascribed handicap of the 
wrong academic credentials--the "indelible mark" of graduate school that 
figured so prominently in the mobility of Caplow and McGee's (1958:225-226) 
sample. 
In a mobility context, knowledge of the quality of a candidate's work rep-
resents an informal input to the recruitment process. The Science Citation 
!_ndc~ may change this situation (cf. Zuckerman and Merton, 1972: 348ff). For 
Ml 
; 
both cohorts, however, publications overshadow all other performance measures. 
This preoccupation of prospective employers is likely to continue in sociology 
as long as publication information is easily accessible from the vita alone. 
The two consistent predictors of mobility that emerge from the regression 
maintaining an output of publications and possessing analytic ability--are 
essentially ahistorical facts in the sense that ability is relatively constant 
over one's professional career. Since the factors that most directly affect 
mobility are ahistorical, it is appropriate to select as a representation for 
the mobility of sociologists a stochastic process which incorporates this 
property. 
Mobility of Sociologists as a Markov Chain 
The variety of choices for a stochastic model is quite broad. In terms ofl 
such a model, the assumption of ahistoricity amounts to asserting that present 
location is statistically independent of past locations. Since a prospective 
employee's vita is typically supported by references from his or her present 
employer, it would seem more prudent to assume that location at the next point 
in time is conditioned at least by present location, if not by previous loca-
tions (cf. McFarland, 1970:474). This assumption requires what is called a 
first-order process. 
Of possible first-order models, a discrete-time Markov chain is the 
simplest. It also assumes: (1) that transition probabilities over a fixed 
time interval remain constant for all similar intervals in the sequence; and 
(2) that all persons have identical transition probabilities. These two assump 
tions are called, respectively, stationarity and homogeneity. According to 
this model, tlicn, the probability of transition from one state to another over 
I 
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n interval of fixed length is independent of time and identical for all members 
f the mobility cohort (Mayer, 1972:312-313). 
For the present cohorts, the chain can be represented by a 4 x 4 matrix. 
he key problem is estimation of the 16 transition probabilities in each matrix. 
nder the assumption of homogeneity, this can be done most efficiently by using 
the proportion of transitions of different kinds made by the CMs. The observed 
transitions for each of the periods studied are shown in Appendix E. None of 
these one-step matrices can be considered a stable estimate of the transition 
probabilities, although each matrix is theoretically the maximum likelihood 
stimate for that particular period. Given an N30s=l33, it makes sense to com-
ute the mean transition probabilities for P3 and P4 , and use this matrix P for 
projecting the subsequent distributions. 
The entries Pij(k) of successive powers of the transition matrix, Pk, for 
=l, 2, ••• , n, can be interpreted as the probability of moving from state s 
to state Sj in exactly k moves. If several persons enter the system at the 
same time, the distribution of the members of this cohort over the several 
states s1 or occupational sectors can be represented as a vector .,,-;, (Kemeny 
nd Snell, 1960:Th.2.3.2). This vector is called the starting vector. 
If a power of P, say Pk, is premultiplied by7('"0 , forming the vector 717,Pk, 
the numbers in this vector give the distribution of CMs after k transitions. 
or the 30s cohort of sociologists, the starting vector is 1';,=(38, 59, 23, 13), 
the distributions of CMs at their first job. The predicted distributions at 
2 3 4 four succeeding intervals are given by the vectors ,.,.
0
P , .,,-0 P , TT9"oP , and 
rTr0 P5 , corresponding to the distributions of CMs in 1940, 1950, 1960, and 1970. 
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Presented in Table 5-6 are the observed and the predicted distributions 
computed as above. The accompanying chi-square values indicate whether the 
chain hypothesis is tenable at each interval. The marginally insignificant 
chi-square for 1960 and the significant value for 1970 lead to doubts about 
acceptance of the chain·~ But this tells only part of the story. Examination 
of the cells shows that the number of CMs in B and C was fairly stable over 
time. Actually, the differences between observed and predicted values in A and 
D account for the significance, with the model greatly underestimating those 
moving to nonsociology jobs in academia. 
An alternative test can now be made. If the assumption of stationarity is 
suspended, then the product of the observed matrices in Appendix E, P3P4P5P6= 
P16 can be premultiplied by7'f'0 for the 30s cohort. 
I 
the distribution of the 30s CMs in 1970, assuming that the transition proba-
bilities are not constant (Kemeny and Snell, 1960:Th.2.3.l). The comparison of 
7f'oP36 and the observed distribution is presented in Table 5-7. The chi-square 
there is much smaller than that obtained using ~P5 (1970 in Table 5-6). 
Therefore, the nonstationary model seems to be a better characterization of the 
process. 
In shifting attention to the 50s cohort, the simplest assumption to make 
is that the process for them is the same as it was for the 30s cohort. Since 
the hypothesis of a first-order Markov chain was only marginally rejectable, it 
is the simplest beginning. The 30s data furnish four sets of transitions, so 
the best estimate of P for the 50s is the mean 
P6. This matrix is given below in Table 5-8. 
value of the Pij's in 
- 2 If P 30 and (P 30 ) are premulti-
Plied by 7f'o=(66, 59, 23, 28), the starting vector for the 50s cohort, the 
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TABLE 5-6 
Observed and Predicted Distributions of 30s Cohort Members 
in Occupational Sectors 
1940 A B c D x2 3df p( 
Observed 46 58 18 11 
1.070 NS 
Predicted 51.10 54.53 18.12 9.23 
7T 0 (p2) 
1950 
Observed 51 54 19 9 
.673 NS 
Predicted 55.17 52.61 16.93 8.25 
fTo(P3) 
1960 
Observed 47 53 20 13 
7.057 NS 
Predicted 58.13 
7To(P4) 
51.07 16.11 . 7. 56 
1970 
Observed 47 51 18 17 
16.664 .01 
Predicted 60.31 49.79 15.63 7.20 
7/o(P5) 
x
2 (.05, 3)=7.815 and x2(.0l,J)=ll.341 
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TABLE 5-7 
Observed and Predicted Distributions of 
30s Cohort Members in 1970 Assuming 
Observed 
Predicted 
7To(P36) 
a Nonstationary Markov Process 
A B c D 
47 51 18 17 
42.89 53.10 18.40 18.57 
TABLE 5-8 
x2 
.569 
Mean Transition Probabilities for 30s Cohort 
Computed from All Fonr Observed Matrices 
A B c D 
A .879 ·.055 .044 .022 
B .094 .857 .031 .018 
p30s = 
c .100 .125 .700 .075 
D .044 .087 .087 .783 
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I 
observed and predicted distributions can be evaluated as before in Table 5-6. 
These distributions are displayed in Table 5-9. Again, visual inspection of 
the observed distributions is more revealing that the chi-square values. The 
1960 
Observed 
Predicted 
1To(P3os> 
1970 
Observed 
Predicted 
- 2 
7ro (P3os> 
TABLE 5-9 
Observed and Predicted Distributions of 
50s Cohort Members Assuming a 
Nonstationary Markov Process 
A B c D x2 3df P< 
63 58 25 30 
• 980 NS 
67.09 59.50 23.27 26.16 
61 58 17 40 
11.837 .01 
68.03 59.88 23.37 24.80 
x
2 (.o5 , 3)=7.815 and x2(.0l, 3)=11.34l 
most striking fact is that the process for the 50s cohort began in almost the 
same way as for the 30s cohort and then changed almost identically during the 
same period--the 1960-70 transition. During this period one-half of the proc-
ess--academic sociology--is in equilibrium, while the other half--the nonaca-
demic and academic-nonsociology sectors--is not. Clearly, sector D attracted 
members of the 50s cohort from the graduate sociology and nonacademic sectors. 
This same trend can be seen in the 30s data, even during a period when the 
members of that cohort were approaching the end of their career--a time when 
most mobility ceases. 
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Interpreting a trend based on small N's, and therefore, sensitive to 
sampling error, 9 is a hazardous undertaking. It can be inferred that the non-
academic and nonsociology sectors have become pivotal: sociologists will 
transfer into academia (sociology and allied fields) from private or govern-
mental positions and out again as the market dictates. The choices have grown 
in response to the rapidly rising number of practitioners certified by the 
discipline, making the structure more fluid. Several forecasts (A.S.A., 1973; 
Finsterbusch, 1972:2; NSF, 1971:3) lend credence to this prediction: the dis-
cipline has produced more Ph.D. 's than opportunities for their employment in 
departments of sociology. 
A corollary of the structure's fluidity is that sociology can no longer be 
treated as an occupational stratification system with all academic positions 
outranking all nonacademic positions.lo This ordering, though traditional (see 
Chapter 2), is defensible only if university positions in sociology are 
accorded primacy. Movements to nonacademic and academic-nonsociology jobs can 
then be construed as "downward," though discussing them in such terms distorts 
the data. Rather, it is the qualitative shifts between job categories which 
render the distributions of CMs meaningful. The distributions represent the 
structuring of careers. That structuring, however, seems to have changed in 
the 1960's. Numerically, the shape of the hierarchy is still pyramidical. But 
the community has redistributed, so the prestige of "sociological work"--and its 
diverse settings--must be reevaluated. 
If sectors that were formerly marginal in their capacity to employ soci-
ologists have begun to attract them more and more,11 then the range of.accept-
able sociological roles is being redefined. The structure must similarly be 
I 
.. ,. 
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redefined to reflect a plurality of prestigious roles. If not, studies of 
American sociologists will be confined to an ever-shrinking "elite" located in 
Ph.D.-granting departmentsl2 with an ever-mounting proportion of the variance 
in sociologists' careers unexplained. Least will be known about most members 
of the profession. 
Summary 
Synthesis of the findings began with a regression technique for detecting 
what factors govern retention of sociologists in each of four occupational 
sectors. Maintaining a high level of publications emerges as the key predictor 
of mobility. The ahistorical nature of this fact suggested applying a simple 
stochastic process, the Markov chain. While tests of this model against a 
first-order nonstationary Markov process indicated rejection of the chain 
(which assumes stationarity)l3 the differences between the predictions by the 
chain and the observed distributions were marginal. In view of the expansion 
of sociology's occupational structure in the 1960's, this is evidence that the 
distinction between "structural mobility," (induced by changes in the occupa-
tional structure of a community) and "circulation mobility" (which would occur 
even if the occupational structure remained constant) is a good one (Mayer, 
1972:342). 
Spurred by widening opportunities outside academic sociology, many 50s CMs 
exhibited an increased tendency to take jobs on that market. The probability 
of this pattern continuing is compatible with other available data. The dis-
equilibrium in the process for both cohorts attests to the attractiveness of 
these jobs. Exit from the academic community of sociology to other sectors 
identified as "scientific occupations" tied remotely to the discipline negates 
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the university "bias" postulated in this, and implicitly, in most contemporary 
II h 
"science researc • A "downward" move to a private research organization or 
an appointment as staff sociologist in a medical school may mean more autonomy, 
remuneration, job security, and professional satisfaction than the environment 
of a sociology department can guarantee (Bess, 1973:104-109). 
As the number of doctorates increase, so will the range of what the soci-
ologist will opt for. This may be the principal social fact of the sociolog-
ical community. If jobs in the academic sector are contingent on relatively 
ahistorical outputs like recent publications, then those who comply will move 
there and stay. However, the other options must be recognized. It remains 
unresolved whether elements extraneous to the presumed orientation of the aca-
demician can compete with traditional disciplinary rewards. If so, those who 
"stray" from the professional lifestyle must not be ignored or written off as 
a failing of the discipline. Neither their seeming lack of accomplishment nor 
their undistinguished (or "invisible") careers should exempt them as subjects 
for further study. Purposive sampling of such populations or perhaps the pro-
grams and institutions from which they descend would be germane to identifying 
mechanisms regulating certain careers and carry policy implications for the 
deployment of such per_sonnel. 
CHAPTER SIX 
CONCLUSION: THE IMPLICATIONS OF MOBILITY 
Grounding this research in more than one theoretical perspective was 
requisite for conceptualizing the problem of career mobility. In that ground-
ing, the findings of Chapters 4 and 5 will cohere. They will be discussed in 
three segments: (1) substantively, in the context of American sociology, (2) 
methodologically, as commentary on a measurement strategy, and (3) predictively 
in steering the sociology of science toward inquiries and hypotheses about the 
mobility of academic professionals. 
I Sub~t~nti ve Coni:- 111sions 
Histories of American higher education (Hofstadter and Metzger, 1955; 
Lankford, 1973; Rudolph, 1962; Veysey, 1965) and even of sociology's half-
century of progress (e.g., Bramson, 1961; Clark, 1973; Hinkle and Hinkle, 1963) 
belabor the cultural climate of science. Just as sparingly has the movement 
of scientists been chronicled. 1 Perhaps this was because movements were so 
irregular they were hardly noticed and/or other behaviors held more fascination 
in a fledgling science like sociology. Among the most comprehensive of the 
chronicles is Shil 's (1970) "biography" of the institutionalization of sociolo-
gy in American universities. The dispatch of post-World War I sociologists is 
a study in the ecology of the discipline. It anticipates some of the presently 
observed relationships and helps distinguish others that have not withstood 
the test of time. 
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The University of Chicago's catalytic role in establishing sociology as 
an academic subject is well-known. The significance of Chicago sociology can 
be traced to its institutional environs: the university, civic bodies, govern-
ment, business, and publishing enterprises (see Shanas Ll94~/ for the role of 
AJS). Through the sponsorship of established institutions and resources, the 
-
legitimacy of the discipline and the employment opportunities for its practi-
tioners grew. The Thomas-Park conception of the university as a scene of 
teaching and research was readily received in the Midwest and Far West. 
It might, indeed, be said that the culture of the German uni-
versities from which Max Weber's sociology grew but which 
could not produce an academically institutionalized sociology 
in Germany ••• was able, upon transfer into an academic 
structure of greater flexibility to realize its sociological 
potentiality (Shils, 1970:780-781). 
Ne~ departments were staffed by Chicago graduates. Other departments, 
notably Columbia, Michigan, North Carolina, and Yale, had small areas of hege-
mony to which their graduates were appointed, but none could match the atten-
tion or students drawn to Chicago. With the Depression and World War II, the 
discipline shifted its task from making sociology scientific to making it soc-
ially useful. In particular, the two crises intensified sociologists' partici-
pation in professional societies a~d affected not only the principal sources of 
employment, but dominant fields of interest as well (Hinkle and Hinkle, 1963: 
44-46; McCartney, 1971:386ff). This is a reminder that intellectual develop-
ment is not stifled by cultural events. Science does not stop; it accomodate~~ 
Indeed, specialized members of the population (like the 30s CMs) were frequent-
ly employed by the federal government in the WPA, Department of Agriculture, 
and TVA, and later, as connnissioned officers, consultants for OSS, and for the 
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The job distributions reported in Chapters 4 and 5, however, indicate no 
eal disturbances in the employment patterns of sociologists in the late '30s 
nd '40s. Of course, "disturbances" were latent in the organization of training 
nd intellectual sanctions that surfaced in the early 1950s. 3 By that time, the 
entrality of Chicago was shared with the Columbia of Lazarsfeld and Merton and 
he Bureau of Applied Social Research organized in 1940. This model of a re-
earch institute adjoined to sociology has since been adopted at most major uni-
ersities (Janowitz, 1972:121; Lipset and Smelser, 1961:4). Yet Harvard's La-
oratory of Social Relations (the Parsons-Murray-Kluckhohn brainchild), Michigan 
(under Park's collaborator, McKenzie) and its survey research center developed 
y Likert, and finally, Berkeley's hybrid department of Columbia (Lipset), Chi-
ago (Blumer, Bendix). and Harvard (Davis) offsoring all lacked the formula Chi-
1 I 
ago now possessed: organs of publication, a survey research unit (NORC in 19-
7), and stable extra-academic links with the local community for research and 
raining purposes (Shils, 1970:794-797). But scenario quickly changed. 
The third "generation" of scholars who worked (1) under Stouffer on The 
rnerican Soldier studies, (2) with the Warners, Mayos, Lewins, and Ogburns in 
ioneering other specialties, and (3) those at the five "centers" reshaped soci-
logy in the university sector. Unlike their mentors who were trained in a sys-
bent on minimizing error in the granting of Ph.D.'s to unqualified persons, 
third generation was faced with hard reality: the utility of science had 
een shown in World War II, yet America's apparent deficit in scientific capital 
(with the advent of Sputnik in 1956) was urgent. The former "waste" of "good" 
inds became a matter of general social concern. To compensate, new graduate 
rogrnms were instituted and old rites de passage were eased--all to minimize 
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the waste of talent. Co1IUI1ensurately, the number of certified docatorate soci-
ologists increased. 
This shift in emphasis can be seen simply in the distributions of CMs at 
their doctoral origins: 30 percent of the 30s CMs but 45 percent of the 50s 
were trained in unranked departments. The reciprocity of their subsequent jobs 
and the intellectual pluralism of the discipline is unmistakable. Many sociolo 
gists flocked to the nonacademic sector. Sibley (1963) reported that most of 
them expressed a strong doubt "about doing it again." Their marginality raises 
doubts about the links among training, preparation, and employment in nonaca-
demic settings. Janowitz (1972:112) concludes that "while sociology was an im-
portant element in their education and career development, such persons cannot 
h"' t-r11lv ilP~ion»t-"'il J:1s !.'.,.,.,..,.i,.in~ snrinln<dsts. 11 'l'his viP.w cl.<dms sunoort from I # ~ I 
the present data: the 27 percent of the 50s CMs in nonacademic and nonsociolog 
sectors by 1970 underrepresents those employed there who severed their affilia-
tion with the discipline. Although their marginality has taken on new propor-
tions (as indicated by missing data in this study), these sociologists are 
least responsible for the proliferation of sociological works and the disci-
pline's specialization (cf. Stehr, 1972) in the past quarter-century. If any-
thing, their careers are a result of such trends. 
Those responsible for the trends are academic sociologists. Through them, 
the structure of sociology and its corpus of works have had a retroactive ef-
feet on the construction of a sociological tradition. 
While traditions work forward in time, the construction of a 
legitimntory, inspirational tradition is a temporal movement 
in the reverse direction. Tradition is not, however, a mytho-
logical construction, although it has some of the functions 
of mythology. The work and ideas which have been admitted 
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to a tradition • • • set the problems • 
fact is that sociology now has a fairly 
tradition and a number of less dominant 
70:804). 
The significant 
consolidated central 
traditions (Shils, 19-
In a sense, these less dominant traditions are countertraditions that are more 
polemical than substantive. Aside from their questionable nutritive value in-
tellectua.l.ly, their proponents turn out to be dominated by the prevailing tra-
dition in their selection of problems and variables (Shila, 1970:804). If this 
is the paradigmatic state of the discipline, then a flow of CMs to sociology 
departments should be the prevailing occupational tradition. Such is the case, 
but evidence of what Kuhn (1962) calls "puzzle-solving" activi.ty is unrewarded 
with respect to the flow. Sociologists who contribute to the literature in som 
specialty area are rewarded (hired) sheerly for their effort--publication--and 
lnot for the scholarly "ends" of the research, namely, its usefulness for ad'\ranc 
ing the "state of the art" in the specialty. This suggests that consensual re-
cognition of one's participation in the disciplinary community sustains both it 
and normal science. In sociology, too few "givers" of what is eventually haile 
as a kernal of "quality" knowledge exist because the community's consensus is 
insecure. This can be inferred from the low incidence of coauthored articles 
(Lodahl and Gordon, 1972) and high rates of manuscript rejection by journals 
(Chubin and Zelus, 1971; Merton and Zuckerman, 1971) in the discipline. An-
other indicator of sociology's low paradigm status is the "exemplar" role playe 
by the papers appearing in mainstream sociological journals (especially ASR and 
~). These papers provide a continuing stream of "concrete puzzle-solutions 
which, employed as models or examples, can replace rules as a basis for the so-
lution of the remaining puzzles of normal science" (Friedrichs, 1972:448-449). 
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If the communal life of sociology depends less on method and theory, and 
ore on the life-cycle of its "political" community, then its "irrationality" 
takes the form of gatekeeping, ascription, and uppermost, redundant communica-
tion processes--formal and informal. Formal communication is engaged in repe-
titively by little more than half of any scientific community with only 10 per 
ent of these publications cited in over 40 percent of subsequently published 
ork {cf. MacRae, 1969; Price, 1965a). Thus, "silent" and "mass-producing" sci-
ntists are the modal types. (The CMs fit this pattern.) In sociology, most 
esearch contributions are never certified as knowledge (Rothman, 1971:125; 
[
torer, 1966:119). Departures from the normative criteria for publication and 
articularism in journal editing are frequently-cited reasons for this "over-
ight" (Chase, 1970; Yoels, 1971}. In this resnect. the community iA ron!'li~f"~nf" 
I 
ass-producing CMs were not penalized on the job market. To the contrary, mo-
ility to a graduate degree-granting sociology department hinges, above all, on 
quantity-of-publications criterion. Citations (bibliographic references), 
hich discriminate well in studies of eminence (cf. J. Cole and Cole, 1971), are 
n "unknown" in the hiring process. Now that such information is available 
htough the Science Citation Index, guidelines for translating it into an evalu-
tive formula are needed. Mean citations by age and specialty are a "must" for 
ssessing research performance. 
The findings further demonstrate that in the less differentiated structure 
hence the 30s CMs came, particular training experiences {short elapsed time 
etween degrees and receipt of the Ph.D. at a young age) were more predictive 
f between-sector mobility than attendance at a particular institution. Doctor-
l training site operated more ascriptively in placing 50s CMs in the graduate 
1 
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sociology sector. nte structure that had evolved by 1970 was more egalitarian 
than ever before, due mainly to opportunities outside the discipline. For both 
cohorts, first postdoctoral job was a "demotion" from academic origins. Among 
those from prestigious origins, however, mobility was most frequent within and 
between sectors. 
Horizontal movement in academia has been shown to vary inversely with the 
degree of institutional motivation (Merton, 1968b). An educational organiza-
tion cannot enforce research performance, but it must institutionalize supports 
for pursuing this goal when professional recognition is ~ forthcoming (Glaser 
1965:95-96; Grusky, 1966). For example, larger, more visible departments tend 
to formalize the procedures for evaluating such performance (Haas and Collen, 
1963:54-58). even though facultv members (especially those untenured) mav be-
come dissatisfied with and uncommitted to the local organization (Bess, 1972: 
111-112). This seems to be the "calling" of the cosmopolitan sociologist whose 
ties are to an external work unit of disciplinary specialists. This is where 
informal communication enters the picture. 
Knowledge is not only a social product, but an ephemeral product. Thus, 
the scientific journal was created to expedite the connnunication process in a 
discipline. Yet the lag time between submission of a manuscript and its publi-
cation as an article became so protracted that new journals were founded. This 
resulted in an overloaded communication system (Dannatt, 1967), so that keeping 
up with the literature and monitoring the quality of work in all outlets perti-
nent to a specialty became a mammoth task. Scientists thus developed an inter-
vening rnechanism--the preprint. The circulation of preprints signifies the 
speed with which the tradition of a discipline or specialty is being modified. 
I 
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Similarly, reprints of published work in edited readers represent the continued 
dominance of the tradition and its exemplary status (Shils, 1970:813). 
The ratio of preprints to reprints in a specialty may indeed be an index 
of change. But the critical question is who exchanges preprints? On what basi 
is group membership defined? Hagstrom (1971:391) found that physical scientist 
in prestigious departments engage in significantly more informal communication 
than do scientists elsewhere. Those who circulated manuscripts also published 
more and served on more advisory comrnittees. They appeared to be centrally lo-
cated in the network of scientific communication. But how generalizable is the 
"invisible college"operation to sociology? 
By the very nature of science, delay in publication can outdate research 
results or have them superseded by findings of another. A high probability of 
I 
supersession should obtain with greater precision in the formulation of prob-
lems and greater specificity of focus on them (Shils, 1970:813). The research 
specialization of sociologists stresses the a~plicability of an invisible col-
lege interpretation. The present findings also suggest that informal communi-
cation pipelines circumscribe various employment submarkets by sector and field 
of work. Mobility commonly occurred within these categories. Regional and 
"special interest" circuits or "leagues" (e, g., Catholic colleges) have been 
identified previously (Bayer, 1968; Caplow and McGee, 1958; Donovan, 1964; Har-
gens, 1969; NAS, 1971; Straus and Radel, 1969). 
The invisible college developed as an informal adaptation to the formal 
organizational constraints of science because the tentativeness and competitive 
ness of knowledge in the public domain had to be ameliorated by an "invisible" 
or "private" mechanism for binding specialists cooperatively in their quest for 
~~~~~~~~----~----..,_------------------------------------~~~------...J 
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discovery. Contemporary science is a small group activity not constricted by 
space. Invisible colleges have diminished the social distance between research 
sociologists4 and transcended the propinquity of the conventional research team. 
Since such an innovation is common among elites (Laumann and Pappi, 1972:20-21), 
its import as an antecedent and/or consequence of recruitment to strata within 
the university sector should be explored. What about the nonuniversity-based 
members of the community? What do their career mobility patterns denote? 
In 1965, Glaser (1965:94) declared that Ph.D.'s 
have no other career alternative to which they could turn 
with a fully internalized set of professional motives and 
reward expectations. For them, a change to administration 
or applied research would necessitate internalizing a new 
goal-reward pattern, though the new patterns are still 
linked with the institution of science. Difficulties of 
retraining and of giving up the institutional goal might 
iua~~ L;1t:u1 ~~:1., L~~.,uu::1ive Lo co11c.inuai 11eeci oi support: 
from recognition in order to prevent their changing work. 
his view follows Parsons' (1954:66-67) rationale that the institutional norms 
(like those embodied by graduate training) have been "too deeply inculcated to 
ever throw off completely." Perhaps Parsons' view is correct, but the reward 
of publication was not a prerequisite for movement to nonuniversity and nonaca-
emic sectors in the present study. Unencumbered by this professional norm, 
ost CMs moved freely. A structure which affords this additional degree of 
freedom remains in flux. Extension of manpower outward into society signals in 
ternal changes in the discipline--in both the context of sociological work and 
its valuation. This finding is discrepant with Glaser's assessment and the 
rhenomenon of "career crunch" (Pavalko, 1971: 156-158). When a profession is 
rndergoing change, an individual's skills may be out of phase with the occupa-
Lional options open to him. If so, the individual must adapt to a new role or 
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leave the organization. The risk, of course, inheres in moving one's career in 
n unexpected direction and devaluing oneself in the eyes of organization and 
eers alike. Displacing the goal of undergraduate instruction by rewarding re-
earch productivity was a post-World War II phenomenon in many American colleges 
hat instituted a graduate program and advanced degrees. Such institutional 
obility (cf. Jencks and Riesman, 1968) should not have disrupted the careers 
f sociologists if the norms of the profession were being observed. In fact, 
any 30s CMs were not observing them (cf. Lewis, 1967a). Most taught in col-
and were rewarded for that activity (Page, 1965). Those who published 
move upto a university position in sociology, and did. 
The discipline has therefore recognized the Janus-faced image of the 
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nowledge" still holds. Yet the norms of science downgrade the former role and 
the Mertonian paradigm (like Glaser) deny that the doctorate soci-
be professionally fulfilled by the behavior that teaching entails. 
ore specifically, the profession is rooted in an ideology or "set of rational-
worth and necessity of certain areas of work which, when in-
ernalized, gives the practitioners a moral justification for privilege, if not 
icense" (Habenstein, 1963:297). That privilege or license includes teaching 
s well as research--if not administration, too. Any study that strictly de-
"scientist" as one who contributes to "the Literature" is a sociology of 
science, which in terms of mobility, is a sociology of elite scientists. 
even a dichotomy of scientists and those who "retail" what the scientist 
riscovcrs is empirically untenable. The cohort data reveal that the two sides 
~he profes~ional coin differ mostly in the degree of "gamesmanship" that soc-
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iologists display. Publications are the game; a university position is the re-
ard. Once there, the mobile professor-scholar imparts !'a modicum of a so.cio-
logical culture and an ethos which praises research" (Shils, 1970:815). The 
tradition of scholarship is plied from "master" to (graduate student) !'~ppren-
i e 115 t c • But the content of the scholarship--like the calibre of the master-
cholars--is uneven. It is no wonder that 
the tradition which is regarded as sociological is heterogen-
eous, not just in its substantive focus, but also in its im-
plicit assessment of the relative intellectual dignity of dif-
ferent strands. It is heterogeneous because of the imperfec-
tions in the assimilation or integration of the many coales-
cent subsidiary or tributary traditions. The various strands 
of the sociological tradition are not shared equally by all 
sociologists. Not only are there the limitations imposed by 
the specialization of knowledge, but there are also differen-
ces in interest and esteem which mean that any particular 
sociologist will be more sympathetic to one strand or family 
ot traditions and more hostile toward certain others (Shils, 
1970:806). 
In short, the knowledge diffused in different training habitats begets 
ifferent professional ideologies. Job affiliation is one indicator of ideolog-
·cal diversity in sociology. According to the cohort data, it has always ex-
"sted, but never as much as the 1960 and 1970 distributions of CMs indicate. 
ociology is still a "staff-oriented" profession--now academic and nonacademic 
-assuming responsibilities to various publics (Janowitz, 1972:133). Can one 
ssume, however, that the pressures in the late 1960's for redefining the boun-
aries of the profession--a reduction of federal support for graduate training 
lus the projected decline in the demand for doctorate sociologists--were antic-
"pated by CMs who moved in "unexpected directions"? It is doubtful. A more 
reasible explanation 
tdcd commitment to 
is that bureaucratization of traditional work settings 
a professional code which, for as many as 40 percent of the 
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CMs, had been formally unrewarding. As in other occupations, it becomes more 
difficult to define one's own work norms--and professional identity--when pro-
fessionalism and bureaucratization conflict (Grimm and Kronus, 1973:79). Hence, 
any CMs chose to "escape" the graduate sociology sector, more than could be re 
plenished by the flow of other CMs to that sector. This represents a reversal 
of roles with a sizable portion of the professional co11111unity becoming "occupa-
tionalis ts" more responsive to the lay public6 (cf. Nagi and Corwin, l972b). 
Particularly the movement of sociologists to administrative posts represents a 
trend (concealed in the transition matrices by the small N) that may have out-
oded the assumption that older or less competent researchers are attracted to 
this role (Harmon, 1965:19-22; Zuckerman and Merton, 1972:329). Thus, the 
Stratified SVSt~m of dfR~inlin~rv rnl~~ m~v ~nlln~ loca ~~nm ~nnulo~nn ao a I - . ~ " . . . . . - . - -· - . ... -. -- - .. - - - o -
onunodity of exchange and more from the implementation of knowledge, policy-
aking, and the management of personnel involved in applying basic research 
findings (Cowan, 1972; Shapley, 1972). Professional approbation of the admini-
strator role prescribes that a new set of performance-·criteria be devised. 
With the dispersion of sociologists in new sectors and fields, the disci-
line's prestige structure of occupations must be expanded. The university may 
etain its center of gravity, but as the community's manpower seeps out of aca-
emia, the vertical dimension of mobility must be recast. The preeminence of a 
niversity appointment in sociology should not connote the noneminence of other 
First, "employment sector" is too amorphous a unit of analysis. Prestig 
ccrues from performance stratified by age, rank, and specialty (primary work). 
Second, professional contacts, resources, and reputation assured by the Matthew 
Lfcct will c~rtainly confound the assessment of performance. Just as these 
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scriptive by-products disturb sociology's open system of mobility, they are 
actors to be estimated in judging the relative prestige of careers. In other 
ords, careers oriented to serving a student clientele, managing professional 
ork groups, or producing esoteric knowledge each have referents of achievement. 
mposing an antedated stratification system on the structure of achievement as 
•t currently exists is a dubious procedure. Instead, the relative worth of 
those achi~;,ements t-~ Ehe disciplinary community and the roles embraced by it 
ust be reappraised. As the community has grown in absolute numbers since 1940, 
process of decentralizing training origins and postdoctoral destinations has 
ried open the academic structure (Abbott, 1973). So today, despite the self-
ongratulatory attitude of sociologists toward their constitution as a profes-
ion, there is enough discontent with what thev have inherited to render them 
eceptive to innovations (Shils, 1970:815). 
Central to this study has been its instrumentation. It was hypothesized 
hat documents created for purposes other than research could be used for re-
onstructing career patterns. The unobtrusive measures inherent in those docu-
ents amount to retrospective glimpses of professional behaviors. One correc-
tive to the selectivity of most "secondary" source material was the use of one 
ocument--the journal--as a "primary" data source. The other corrective was de-
ining sociologists by academic "birth" or year of Ph.D. receipt, rather than 
y current affiliation. 
The case for the cohort as a temporal unit in the analysis of social 
I hange res ts on the notion that 
I 
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transformations of the social world modify people of differ-
ent ages in different ways; the effects of these transforma-
tions are persistent. In this way a cohort meaning is im-
planted in the age-time specification. Two broad orientations 
for theory and research flow from this position: first, the 
study of intra-cohort temporal development throught the life-
cycle; second, the study of comparative cohort careers, i.e., 
inter-cohort temporal differentiation in the various parame-
ters that may be used to characterize these aggregate his-
tories (Ryder, 1965:861). 
In estimating the parameters of sociologists' mobility from unobtrusive time-
series data, a new dimension was added to theory and research in the sociology 
of science. And its merits can be generalized further. 
Viewed as an ongoing "archive," the professional journal contains several 
"packages" of information in article form. The author of each article volun-
teers information pertinent to the research reported. Such documentation is 
1\ij muiLivariace, (2) iong1cuci1nai, ana (j} y1eld1ng ot suotie and not-so-subtle 
clues about professional behaviors as reflected in that journal. 
In the past, only the not-so-subtle clues--primarily patterns of author-
ship and affiliations of authors--have been tapped. What is presently proposed 
is a content analysis of a "panel" of journals. :Sy examining a sample of jour-
nals stratified by decade and even by issue, much can be learned about eminence, 
professional ties, and the informal channels leading to publication. To demon-
strate that noting title and byline for an article is an incomplete unobtrusive 
strategy, the acknowledgments and footnotes to 3,343 articles in a random sam-
ple from 20 sociological journals were consulted. They report whether the re-
search was (1) supported, and if so, by whom; (2) presented (in some provision-
al form) at a professional meeting, when and which one; and (3) commented on by 
colleagues prior to submission, and if so, who is acknowledged. Table 6-1 pre-
ti:'~~ts findings on ten of the journals resulting from this coding scheme. Other 
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TABLE 6-1 
Unobtrusive Measures of Changing Research Patterns 
in Sociology (in Percentages) 
YEAR NUMBER OF 
JOURNAL SAMPLED SUPPORT MEET AC KNOW ARTICLES 
American 46 3.0 34.8 9.1 66 
Sociological 48 1.6 38.1 7.9 63 
Review 52 20.4 33.0 15.9 88 
59 36.4 27.3 27.3 66 
63 39.5 29.6 38.3 81 
68 63.0 17.4 43.5 46 
American 42 5.7 7.5 7.5 53 
Journal of 48 8.2 2.0 6.1 49 
Socio log~ 53 25.6 20.9 25.6 43 
56 31.3 13.4 22.4 67 
61 41.9 30.2 46.5 43 
69 58.3 23.2 51.2 43 
::>oc1a1 rorces 4.j u.u .) • 1 LI 5Y 
46 1. 7 16.9 3.4 59 
50 6.0 32.0 8.0 50 
59 26.5 40.8 18.4 49 
60 34.0 46. 0 20.0 50 
70 53.1 22.4 42.8 49 
Social 53 6.1 45.4 o.o 33 
Problems 62 26.3 34.2 23.7 38 
65 41.9 22.6 35.5 31 
Journal of 66 47.5 17.5 20.0 40 
Heal th and 69 73.3 16.7 36.7 30 
Social Behavior 
Sociological 63 40.0 25.0 25.0 20 
Quarterly 69 22.9 25.7 25.7 35 
Sociological 43 0.0 o.o o.o 18 
Analxsis 44 o.o 52.4 o.o 21 
55 7.2 42.8 o.o 14 
58 o.o 70.6 o.o 17 
66 31.6 31.6 21.0 19 
67 16 . .7 44.4 22.2 18 
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TABLE 6-l (Continued) 
YEAR NUMBER OF 
JOURNAL SAMPLED SUPPORT MEETING ACKNOW ARTICLES 
Rural 40 5.6 19.4 2.8 36 
Sociolog;t "44 7.9 23.7 7.9 38 
53 23.4 26.3 15.8 38 
57 24.4 26.8 9.8 41 
65 36.7 46. 7 33.3 30 
68 73~9 34.8 34.8 23 
Sociology and 41 o.o 4. 6 4.6 43 
Social Research 49 o.o 7.3 7.3 41 
52 o.o o.o 7.3 42 
57 4.2 10.4 8.3 48 
63 16.1 16.l 19.4 31 
69 29. 7 24.3 29.7 37 
Journal of 41 5.9 15.7 3.9 51 
Criminologl, 49 4.2 8.3 2.1 48 
Criminal Law 51 3.9 27.4 2.0 51 
and Police 59 7.0 15.8 o.o 57 
.:ii.; .1.t! 111.:t: 0.) (:) • .£ ;.!U.4 ts. :l 49 
68 19.4 14.3 2.4 42 
SUPPORT: financial support of the research by identifying the funding 
source(s) 
MEET: earlier presentation of the research at a profession meeting 
ACKNOW: acknowledgment of a colleague's (by name) reading of the 
manuscript before submitting for publication 
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chemes could be tried so long as the data are quantified to allow for statis-
ical manipulation. 
The trends exhibited in Table 6-1 reiterate McCartney's (1971:387-388) 
onclusions that funds for sociological research increased appreciably after 
orld War II. The most prominent supporters have been the universities, pri-
ate philanthropic foundations, and agencies of the federal government. Prior 
0 the war, the greatest portion of government support benefitted one specialty 
-rural sociology (see McCartney Ll971:39!!_7 and Rural Sociology in Table 6-1). 
uring the war years, most "defense" research and government subsidy for it was 
oncentrated in the very large universities which had the personnel and facili-
ies. Little thought was given to the possible harmful effects of this situa-
..... ,....11---- ln--1...--
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he enactment of the National Mental Health Act in 1946 was a mandate to do re-
earch in the mental health field. Sociologists' response to this opportunity 
or funding shows that the National Institutes of Health (mainly NIMH) were the 
ingle largest support for research published in ASR, AJS, and Social Problems 
ince 1958 (McCartney, 1971:391). 
The data on Journal of Health and Social Problems underscore not only the 
rgument that economic factors exert influences on the topics of sociological 
esearch, hut such influences are now discernible in all general and specialty 
ociological journals, though less so in regional (e.g., Sociological Quarterly) 
nd multidisciplinary (e.g., Journal of Crimin~logz) outlets. 
The intrusion of forces from outside the discipline cannot be denied. Be-
ausc, or perhaps in spite of these intrusions, other internal changes have oc-
urrcd. The import of informnl communication is indicative of such changes. 
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While the presentation of papers at conventions and conferences has been a nor-
mal testing-ground for manuscripts which appear in certain journals (e.g., Soc-
iolo ical Anal sis) and a new "dry run" for manuscripts ultimately published in 
other journals (e.g., Sociology and Social Research), the practice of acknow-
ledging peer-readers has spread. By the late 1960's, one-third to one-half of 
all articles published in mainstream and peripheral sociological journals in-
eluded an expression of gratitude to at least one named person for feedback on 
an earlier version of the paper. 7 An analysis of those named by authors in a 
particular specialty would constitute an inductive approach to identifying in-
visible college memberships or perhaps sociometric location in larger research 
cliques. How overlapping are these memberships and effective in diffusing sci-
entific innovations are intriguing questions (cf. M. Becker. 1970; Griffith and 
I I 
ullins, 1972), especially if the incidence of manuscript acceptance or rejec-
tion could be related to those named. Anonymous refereeing does not circumvent 
this possibility. The gatekeeping of a journal editor would be expected to in-
tersect with his centrality in a communication network, both of which have been 
traced to ascriptive roots (Crane, 1967b; 1969b; Lin and Garvey, 1971; Wanderer, 
1966; Yoels, 1971; Zuckerman and Merton, 1971). 
The discipline has been less equivocal about other research behaviors. 
s detailed in Appendix A and Table 6-1, the annual number of articles per jour-
al has decreased steadily since 1940, while the number of citations per arti-
le has soared •. These not-so-subtle findings were produced through the conven-
tional part of the unobtrusive strategy--a hand-count of bibliographic referen-
· es. The citation data discussed in Chapter 4 were collected in like fashion. 
Ll~ey illuminate for the CNs the disciplinary trends observed above. Specifical-
I 
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ly, the cited periodical literature of the 50s CMs came overwhelmingly (89 per 
ent) from the 20 journals surveyed. Of their total cited literature, 20 per 
ent less came from books published that that for the 30s CMs. Thus, the valid-
ity of the publication8 and citation measures and trends appears secure. The 
'multiple indicators" (Costner, 1969) culled from the journals document well 
oth the present findings and their interpretation as central to the research 
radition in sociology. But how successful was the strategy in reconstructing 
he dynamics of less visible traditions in the discipline? 
If expertise of varying kinds is exercised in multiple employment sectors, 
hen reliance on multiple assumptions and assessment techniques must prevail. 
ore sources--files of national agencies (both private and public), professional 
evel--should be surveyed. Enlisting the cooperation of selected scientific 
learinghouses (like NAS-NRC) in freeing individual-level data into the public 
omain may be necessary. In deference to the unobtrusive strategy--which obvi-
ted the "aggrandizement effect" among chairmen who overrated both their depart-
ents and, indirectly, themselves (Caplow and McGee, 1958:103-105)--resort to 
eactive techniques should be minimal. Solicitation of vitae, mailing of ques-
ionnaires, and interviewing are all methods vulnerable to triggering (socially 
esirable) thoughts of mobility instead of eliciting information on past behav-
ors (cf. Hill, 1969; Phillips, 1971). This information is accessible in non-
eactive form. Its potential quality warrants the expense and effort involved 
n its collection. 
Above all, the practicality of documentation as a method in 
flociology of science research does not detract from embedding the 
L.'" 
small scale 
1 dependent va~-1 
I 
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iable in a sociological framework. That the aggregate mobility of doctorate 
sociologists in space and time is a stochastic, not a determinate process was 
illustrated in Chapter 5. Understanding that process should be grounded in mor 
than one perspective and methodology. If it is not, the research is likely to 
ecome an in-group exercise in legitimation. 
Much of the sociology of science has been a collective legitimation of th 
academic social system. This legitimation has projected a holistic image of 
sociology's "system." Empirically, however, the life-cycle of sociologists, 
like other professionals, represents a discrete unit in the continuing life-
ycle of their profession. That unit or career is more than just a temporal 
oincidence, but is a reciprocal exchange between the "constituent subgroups" 
(Blau and Duncan. 1967:23) of the orofession. 
The system construct has been equated spuriously with the sociological 
ommunity of active researchers instead of the totalitx of "sociological" occu-
Thus, the construct really has never been applied to the subgroups 
hose interrelations it is supposed to explain. This contradicts a sociology 
of science which, if it is to be considered within the circle of science itself, 
ust describe the behavior of scientists, projecting it over time in the form 
of predictive generalizations (Friedrichs, 1970:168). But how predictive is th 
generalization that, 
in the normative system of science, /there is/ an ambivalence 
toward the preferred relations between the research and teach-
ing roles? For some, the norm requires the scientist to recog-
nize his prime obligation to train up new generations of scien-
tists, but he must not allow teaching to pre-empt his energies 
at the expense of advancing knowledge. For others, the norm 
reads just as persuasively in reverse (Zuckerman and Merton, 19-
72: 315). 
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If four publications over a thirty-year span or three publications over a 
ten-year span is evidence of a research commitment, then 40-45 percent of the 
octorate sociologists trained in America since 1935 have been "uncommitted." 
at is more subversive to a discipline--to 40 percent who deviate from the pro-
fessional norm or the vast majority of researchers who ignore this reality and 
eed the {legitimated) stereotype? Some realignment of theory with data is man-
atory, to wit, out of allegiance to the scientific norm of emotional neutrality. 
(Storer,1966:80). In the meantime, 
exemplars set to fit the professional life-style and self-
image of the graduate professor or institute team member--
who have always been far outnumbered by their disciplinary 
colleagues limited to the instruction of undergraduates9--
can be expected to appear increasingly unreal. Or, when 
they maintain their mana among those in no position to ex-
omnl; f,, rhom l'loml'\1"'01-;:;:f--rnn '!tnrl ~ 'PO ... ~O~i-' i=¥nt"ft ¥~C',,,..,,. ... ,..h 
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••• is apt to set in. For the growing number of those 
who are coming to perceive themselves as sociological 'out-
siders' ••• imagination, intelligence, craftsmanship, and 
risk are their essential demands--not a grant, a profession-
al team, computer time (Friedrichs, 1972:455). 
Any scientific career can be thought of as An element abstracted from the 
ampling distribution of that science.and observeds through institutional and 
ehavioral referents. By keeping the referents constant, this study has ex-
osed a variability in sociological careers tied, presumably, to "the academic 
arketplace of scientific values" (Boalt and Lantz, 1970:83). 
The habitats, ideologies, and work styles reconstructed in the present 
findings can be used heuristically for "construe ting" new social realities (Ber-
her and Luckmann, 1967) of stratification, organization and mobility in socio-
~ogy. This approach complements the collection of longitudinal job data for es-L_. ____________________ ,..._ ____ _. 
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timating the processes that govern disciplinary supply and demand. Recent char-
acterizations of graduate education (cf. W. Bates, 1967; Rabenstein, l972i pre-
ict, along with the cohort data, that the "typical" sociologist of the past ma 
ell differ in postdoctoral behavior from those currently being produced. 
During the 1960's, 
job opportu.J1Jties in virtually every field increased rapidly, 
in both academic and nonacademic employment. Degree candidates 
generated pressures on universities to expand. Even with the 
rapid expansion of top-ranking universities, the rapidly rising 
demand for degrees encouraged developing universities to estab-
lish new degree programs and to expand existing ones. The uni-
versities below the top 50 or 60 could expand more rapidly from 
a small base of enrollment and degrees than could those univer-
sities that started with a large base. The need for teaching 
assistants, the quest for prestige, and commitments to newly 
recruited faculty led many universities to skim the cost of 
new doctoral programs from the rapidly rising revenue base 
generated by increasing undergraduate--enrollment (Kidd, 1973: 
538). 
By the end of the decade, the task of boosting the nation's doctorate output 
was accomplished. But deliberate dispersion of federal funds had expanded the 
programs of those universities without the highest reputations. Now the need 
for scientists is different: 
During the 1970's, the combined effects of a sharp reduction in 
the rate of increase of doctorate output and a further decrease 
in the proportion of doctorates awarded by the top public and 
private universities will generate severe and continuing prob-
lems of institutional adjustment. Between 1970 and 1979, the 
total annual output of doctorates will increase only moderately, 
and the proportion of all doctorates granted by the top public 
and private universities may well fall from 65 percent of the 
total in 1969 (as compared to about 85 percent in 1960) to 55 
percent or less in 1979. As a consequence, many departments 
within the top 60 universities will be faced with very slowly 
rising, static, or declining enrollment in and completion of 
doctoral programs (Kidd, 1973:538). 
Wiat, then, is the outlook for sociology? Finsterbusch (1972:2) reports 
I that although. many sociologists think that t.he hysteria over the Ph.D. glut is 
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nfounded, a discouraging feature of the academic job market is not the supply, 
but the quality, of jobs. Job expansion is not occurring in the best schools. 
Though the total number of new graduate students is declining, 
the cutbacks are occurring mainly in the better departments • 
while less prestigious departments are maintaining or expand-
ing enrollments. These are important changes that could have 
negative consequences for the discipline. If current and fu-
ture job market considerations are forcing a cutback in enroll-
ments, would it not be better if the cuts occurred in the poor-
er quality Ph.D. programslO(Finsterbusch, 1972:8)? 
In terms of stratification, it would seem that academic sociology is "de-
ocratizing." With resources deflected to neophyte programs and unproven de-
artments, a strain toward equalilizing prestige in the employment structure of 
he discipline emerges. According to the cohort data, the nonacademic market 
as active even in the 1960's (also see Medalia and Mason, 1963). A fair pro-
crtion of 50s CMs seized the opportunity to compete with new Ph.D.'s for jobs 
n the new-found market. In fact, because an oversupply of sociologists favors 
he younger Ph.D. on the academic market, one_would expect older (disenchanted?) 
h.D. 's whose "price" is higher to move willingly to the competitive sector 
here there is a surfeit of jobs. Such flexibility is generally associated with 
rowth rather than with a static or contracting situation. 
Change with expansion poses fewer threats to careers and status, 
and adding something new does not necessarily require dropping 
something old. Strong and effective pressures for change will 
be exerted on graduate departments during the 1970's •••• 
The departments best able to adapt will be those that are ex-
panding, and these departments will be found primarily in the 
'all other' public group of universities (Kidd, 1973:542). 
rhe repercussions of this reality for interpreting mobility among scientists 
,.are profound: there is no sound reason to assume that the linkage between qual 
I 
Jity of the producing unit and quality of the product is linear or of any simple 
I 
t:_unc ~.io~_:il_ f_o~~~cf. McGinnis, 1973). L~_!<~ise ~.mob} lity .. h_e~~1 sect<;>r~J.....role~ 
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nd specialties must be reassessed according to interrelations of the origins 
nd destinations. 
Certainly, university prestige will always influence department prestige 
ith both contributing to individual reputation. Perhaps now, with greater in-
rusion of external forces, sociology's stratification system will "catch up" 
ith its employment structure. To do so, the evaluation of outputs and alloca-
of rewards should broaden. Citation data, for instance, could moderate 
ublications as the criterion in hiring the research sociologist and certifying 
is or her scholarship. 11 
Although the research role appears to be the most expeditious route to 
minence and professional immortality (Westie, 1973), other sources of visibil-
ity may predominate in other occupational sectors and roles. 
I 
What, for example, 
I 
ould be comparable in the teaching arena? McGinnis and Solomon (1972b) offer 
"mentor concentration" to measure the extent of a faculty member's supervision 
f graduate student research. Cassel (1969:191) advises promoting faculty ac-
cording to the "degree and quality of productivity of their students." Such 
measures resemble "contract learning" on a high level, but bring rewards to 
bear on didactics. The teacher does more than conduct a rite of passage; he 
inducts a novice professional into a discipline. An examination of the "nov-
ice's" subsequent career patterns would be a follow-up on the rite providing An 
index of academic productivity that is quite distinct from the research defini-
tion. In short, to assume that the Ph.D. is exclusively a patent to do researc 
land all doctorate scientists participate in a single pursuit differentiated onl 
' by discipline is unfounded. On the basis of this study, a single system of sci 
1entific activity can be posited, but one that is much 11¥)re differentiated than 
174 ( 
the sociology of science literature admits. 
Sociology's occupational structure, though centered in the university, 
has frab'tllented into a number of centers. Each center has a set of performance 
norms and a job market geared to those norms. Consequently, if the distribu-
tion of sociologists depends on performance (achievement), mobility should fol-
low predictable paths. Since the private and ascriptive sides of science are 
formidable, however, "disciplinary specialty" becomes a key input to prediction 
of mobility. Invisible colleges in particular may be the mortar of the disci-
pline by encouraging "centipetal" activities--communication within the disci-
pline. Ironically, this should foster more particularism as loyalties pave the 
way to jobs. As research _specialties, job pipelines, and work roles move pro-
....... - ,... ~ ~ ··- 1 ... 10----- ·--.; ~- ~--~-~~n ~~-~-~.:---
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as well as universalistic elements will occur. A tenuous form of social contro 
follows. Only if the discipline can assimilate and .reward the "new" occupa-
tions will control become firm. 
All forecasts of academic labor force conditions show that many new Ph.D.' 
will be (in fact, are being) "forced to forswear both the temptations and re-
wards of employment upon graduate faculties" (Friedrichs, 1972:454). Mobility 
out of academic sociology and the invisibility of some careers validates the 
notion of alternative work styles and competing reward expectations. Coupled 
with an involution of research interests and work groups, mobility may be a 
harbinger that new rules for solving old puzzles are being observed. The image 
of "science as a young man's game" (Zuckerman and Merton, 1972:299) played by 
"old men's rules" (the dominant tradition--research--in the discipline) suffers 
Yet "almost a.lways the men who achieve the fundamental inventions of a new par-
I 
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adigm have been either very young or very new to the field whose paradigm they 
change" (Kuhn, 1962:89-90). 
How committed to changing the puzzle-solutions of the discipline are soc-
iologists who are willing to forge a career outside the walls of educational 
institutions? If they are research-oriented, they will probably compete within 
the disciplinary community to convert the discipline to a new point of view, 
perhaps an applied sociology that Coleman (1973) and Janowitz (1972) await. 
Sociology would be following the lead of the physical and natural sciences into 
the realm of public policy. After all, the practical and profit-making aspects 
of science have been legitimated. Rising economic dependence on government and 
industry has liberalized the scientific ideology. Employment of hard scientist 
in governmental and private R & D also has risen in esteem, furnishing its own 
rewards to compete with university employment (Schooler, 1971; Thiemann, 1970). 
Why not in sociology? Of course, most CMs employed in nonacademic and even 
nonsociology-academic settings, were not research-oriented. Perhaps cohorts of 
the 1970's will be. If they are not, surely no sociological "revolution" will 
occur. 12 For the new orientation or puzzle-solution must blanket the entire 
discipline. Otherwise, cleavages internal to the paradigmatic community will 
endure and increase with the addition of a new puzzle and a new specialty to 
solve only it. 
Another implication is that the interlocking gatekeepers of money and 
knowledge in the discipline will reign over a less coherent community. The 
upwardly mobile members of the community will still find themselves ineligible 
for some "sacred" rewards--especially gatekeeping roles like journal editing 
(Yoels, 1971:139)--making the equation of knowledge with power imperfect. The 
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final question is whether the university elite to which they belong will inno-
vate enough {cf. Crane, 1970:963) to alter the bases of stratification in.rec-
ognition of new distributions of sociologists and new examplars of sociological 
"1ork. 
Summary 
This research has demonstrated the feasibility of unobtrusive cohort 
analysis in the sociology of science. Career mobility is an important social 
phenomenon, not just because of its occurrence or nonoccurrence, but because 
redistribution of scientific manpower relates to the training of scientists and 
their future employment. Further, the collection of longitudinal data affords 
latitude in interpreting scientific careers as a segment in the life cycle of 
, .. .:~01..J.}JJ..J.Uo;::. ui..i.:i...i..:.a.L..i.uu UL ~ucioiUKY oi imowiec:ige, sociai st:rat:1r1cat1on. 
and social organization perspectives has shown that sociology's academic order 
is only a subset of its social system. Yet the perquisites of the academician 
are legitimated through study of the subset.alone. In this way, reification of 
the ''Mertonian paradigm" has blinded sociologists of science to variability in 
the professional role and in the values of even doctorate sociologists. 
Conflict theory represents a more workable alternative. Given the para-
digmatic state of the discipline, tensions between ascription and achievement, 
cooperation and competition, and external and internal controls, all provide 
clues as to the stratification and mobility of sociologists in the 1970's. The 
central hypothesis that the allocation of sociological manpower to various 
occupational sectors since 1935 has remained unchanged was indeed sustained. 
By the 1960's, however, opportunities outside the discipline were attracting 
sociologists completing the first decade of _their career. This challenges 
1 
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caplow and McGee's (1958:80) finding that the "push" of academic mobility is 
stronger than the "pull." More accurately, growth in the nonacademic sector 
has created a fluid structure and an attractive safety-valve for those disen-
chanted by academia or its reward system. 
For the first time since World War II, sociology's unbridled expansion 
has been interrupted. Ph.D. production is being curtailed. The institutional-
ization of new Ph.D.-granting programs has come to a halt. Thus, forecasting 
disciplinary supply and demand is much more precarious than a few years (cf. 
Ferriss, 1964; 1965; 1968) or a few decades (cf. Chapin, 1934) ago. In the era 
of "affirmative action" hiring and multiple job markets, mobility captures the 
complexity of professional behavior. For the scientist "knows what he likes" 
(H. Becker. 1941): it behooves the sociolo~ist of science to make the comolex-
ity of those "likes" known. 
I 
FOOTNOTES 
CHAPTER TWO 
lrhe historical roots of the sociology of knowledge have been detailed else-
where. See especially Merton (1968b:510-562) and Wolff who notes that 
Marxism gave it its critical, often debunking outlook and the 
basis of that outlook in a philosophy of history. Durkheimian 
sociology gave it its interest in the relations between forms of 
primitive social organization and forms or categories of thought. 
What is essentially referred to as 'a sociology of knowledge' 
itself is the Wissensoziologie which flourished in Germany in 
the 1920s and was predominantly Marxist or anti-Marxist. After 
1933 and since, it has led a precarious and transplanted exist-
ence, mainly in the United States, although since the end of 
World War II it has also been revived in Germany (1959:32). 
2For critiques of Kuhn's thesis, see Lakatos and Musgrave (1970) and Shapere 
(1971). 
3see Zuckerman and Merton (1972) for a cross-disciplinary look at the complex 
phenomenon of age and age stratification in science. 
4Kuhn goes on to declare that "any study of paradigm-directed or of paradigm-
shattering research must begin by locating the responsible group or group" 
(1970:180). Mullins (1972) and Griffith and Mullins (1972), for example, have 
traced charismatic "mavericks" who founded cults (e.g., ethnomethodology) and 
transformed them into full-fledged specialties in their disciplines. 
5crane (l967a) and Sorokin (1956) call such excesses in science "fashionable," 
suggesting that a disproportionate number of scientists is attracted to them. 
6veblen equates science and technology through their impersonal norms of vali-
dation. These norms become habits of thought imposed on man by the scheme of 
life current in his community. Thu·s Veblen, too, grounds the validated 
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process of knowledge in the life situations and institutions of the scientist 
(Weed, 1972:5). 
7Mills (1943) in a classic study, characterizes the ideology of sociology 
textbooks and the mentality of their authors who he labels, one and all, 
"social pathologists." Wey's (1965) dissertation on doctoral dissertations 
in American sociology is also instructive here. 
8Hagstrom (1964) has identified "anomy" /;pelling hi§..7 as the typical work 
style of mathematicians. This "mode of adaptation" is shown to be inversely 
related to dissensus among sociologists who are organized around many schools 
of thought. 
911 social determination," of course, should not be confused with "social deter-
minism." AmP-ric.an sociolo~y h.:HI hPPn 11n~vmn~rh.ot-i" t-n cnr;~1 
(Wolff, 1959:46), for 
• neither Durkheim's notion of society as an entity sui 
generis nor Marx's interpretation of social stratificati~in 
terms of economic relations and consequent class consciousness 
has been accepted in American sociology in spite of widespread 
familiarity with these ideas (Hinkle and Hinkle, 1954:74). 
1-fo t-o....-""~ n -4 ~-
-- - - ----------···  
10rn contrast, Gaston (1970) reports that among British physicists, recognition 
is determined more by universalistic considerations than by position and 
influence in the scientific community. Oddly, the structure of British 
chemistry is more akin to that of American science (Sinclair and Blume, 
1973). 
11This is not really surprising, as Friedrichs reminds us: 
Although the consolidation about the system paradigm in the 
decade and a half following World War II was far from total, the 
field of force that the image exerted was remarkable in light of 
the eclectic state of the discipline before the war (1970:19). 
I 
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12No longer do prestige colleges like Antioch, Hunter, Oberlin, Reed and 
Swarthmore monopolize the "seller's" market on undergraduate material that is 
recruited to graduate school. Instead, "the growing prominence of university 
baccalaurates among persons awarded doctorates has tended to increase the 
variability of standards already by no means constant" (MacDonald, 1966:275). 
13Data for the early 1960's show that as few as ten universities received more 
than a third of all federal expenditures in universities. The ten include, 
predictably, Berkeley, Caltech, Chicago, Columbia, Cornell, Harvard, Illinois, 
M. I. T., Michigan, and Minnesota. They providErl thirty-seven percent of the 
members of federal review panels and produced about a third of all the doc-
torates granted in the period (Zuckerman, 1970:248). 
14several studies (Crane. 1969a: Ecklund. 1965: Kinloch nnd PPrrm•,..;. 1qi;q. 
Lazarsfeld and Thielens, 1958; C. Perrucci and Perrucci, 1970) have evidenced 
that social class origins, as mediated by the prestige of educational insti-
tutions attended, have a lasting effect on academic careers. A footnote to 
Gaston's cross-cultural findings is informative: 
Whereas the British L;choolf system is particularistic at a very 
early selection stage, the United States allows people to enter 
with a wide range of talent which later results in more competi-
tion and more particularism than observed in Britain (1970:73lff). 
Attrition rates alone (Sibley, 1960:46) testify to the funneling process of 
American higher education. 
15The related phenomenon of "migration" or geographic mobility is not being 
considered here. Surveys of occupational mobility made between 1940 and 1966 
indicate that job shifts in and out of the pr.ofessions occur at about two-
thirds the average rate for all occupations. The long period of formal 
education ;rnd hi1,5IH'1: ~!-;'.,L'iree of specialization i:,e~uir~d for e1l!:!1 to most 
-
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professions depresses the rate of inter-occupational mobility for profes-
sionals (Folger~ al., 1970:218). By contrast, geographic mobility among 
professionals, and especially academicians (Ladinsky, 1967), is sixty to 
seventy percent higher than the average intra-occupation migration rates 
(Brown, 1965; 1967; Hargens, 1969; NAS, 1971). 
16For a review of the scientist in nonacademic, and especially industrial 
settings, see Glaser (1964), Kaplan (1965), Kornhauser (1963), and Marcson 
(1960; 1972). 
17Goode explains that professional associations are unlike guilds which imposed 
• • • rigid controls over members in their client-professional 
relations, or protecting the guild member against lay evalua-
tions. Rather, these associations are learned societies. The 
allegiance of the members is primarily to the substantive field, 
not the 2uild. Their orofessional beh~vinr is ~tided more hv 
- - -
the ethic of science than by an ethic of the client-professional 
relationship (1960:906). 
Those sociologists who belong to the American Sociological Association, for 
instance, are more apt to demonstrate adherence to the publication norm than 
are non-members (Babchuk and Bates, 1962:347). 
18Price (1965b:58) maintains that since science is that which is published in 
scientific journals, papers, reports, and books--"the Literature"--publishing 
is the main function of scientists. The scientist, he would contend, is only 
he who publishes in the Literature. "Local" scientist is thus contradictory, 
and "cosmopolitan" scientist is redundant. Those committed to the goals of 
science demonstrate their scholarship in the Literature (Hagstrom, 1965a: 
64 ff). 
19For example, Horowitz observes 
that m_any features of graduate training, especially in sociology, 
which ap~roximate a 'profane' bureriucratic. bllsiness an2_n_o_t_a _____ ... 
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'sacred' institute of higher learning, only reinforces the degen-
erative features in the ideology of the graduate student. The 
worst consequence of this is that in the very process of 'cooling 
the mark out,' the graduate student, who learns to manipulate the 
situation, at the same time slowly loses a sense of purpose in 
going to graduate school. The high rate of attrition in most 
graduate departments of sociology bears little resemblance to the 
quality of the student. The drop-outs stand as a constant 
reminder not only of student dilemmas, but more profoundly, of 
the dilemmas of their professors and administrators (1970:145). 
20i~right (1967) found that the retention (and loss) of a commitment to soci-
ology among graduate students depends on the degree of congruence between 
their orientations and that presented in their training. Students who 
entered graduate school with a preconception of the field that was discrepant 
with the orientation of the school were most likely to lose interest in the 
field as a career. Thos~ with a scientific orientation, as opposed to a 
r~formist or philosophical orientation, persevered. 
21This practice received formal approval when the National Institutes of Health 
created a number of information exchange groups some years ago. Official 
sponsorship was terminated in 1966 in ord~r to analyze the usefulness of the 
experiment. Participants had already raised criticisms, particularly that 
this mechanism increased the publication glut (cf. Hirsch, 1968:124-137). 
22The complex relationship of the claimed research competence of sociologists, 
expanding and declining specialty areas, and the prestige of those areas in. 
terms of the financing of sociological research was delineated in Riley's 
(1960) survey of the A.S.A. membership. It has been explored mercilessly 
ever since (Lee et 2l,., 1972; McCartney, 1971; Simpson, 1961; Stehr, 1972; 
Stehr and Larson, 1972). 
i23A colleague.confides that soon after submitting a manuscript to Journal of 
i Personality and Social Psycholor;y in 1968 1 · he received a re 'ection letter 
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from the editor who informed him that he was not up on the "current" litera-
ture. Enclosed was a list of six articles, five of which had yet to appear 
in print. 
24ttagstrom (1965a:ll7) notes that with growing collaboration in scientific wor~ 
the division of labor may be reflected in the attribution order of authors of 
a given article. Usually, the one who initiates the research signs his name 
first assuming responsibility for the results. Yet collaborators in the 
physical sciences typically assume equal responsibility and sign in alphabet-
ical order (cf. Simon, 1970; Zuckerman, 1967). 
25rhe migratory trend for scientific manpower in toto has been intra-regional 
---
(Bayer, 1968; Harmon, 1965:11-12). One recent study (VanValey, 1972), 
however. shows that the migration of elites is unrelated to distancP. Alsn 
see Chubin and Zelus (1970) and Straus and Radel (1969). 
26shichor (1970:160) discovered that "inbreeding," the employment of a sociolo-
gist by the department that awarded him the Ph.D., is a curvilinear function, 
occurring in the most and the least distinguished departments, but less so in 
departments of moderate prestige. Others (Crane, 1970:957; Hargens, 1969: 
32-34; Vargo and Vargo, 1972) found that, in most disciplines, inbreeding is 
practiced only in the most distinguished departments. 
27For example, Hargens and Hagstrom (1967) observed that productivity was 
related to mobility in the lower strata, while prestige of doctoral institu-
tion influenced the mobility of those in the upper strata of academic struc-
tures. 
184 
28For empirical commentary on the relentless debate about research productivity 
and its impact on teaching effectiveness, see Eble (1972), Gaff and Wilson 
(1971), and Stallings and Singhal (1970). 
29rhis datum holds for mathematics, history, and psychology, as well (cf. 
Babchuk and Bates, 1962:334-335; Price and Beaver, 1966). 
300ue to such developments, most disciplines have splintered into research 
specialties or subcultures, each with different priorities accorded competing 
goals and each with its own journal or journals. When the tension over norma-
tive issues reinforces substantive differences, new specialties may break 
away from established disciplines\ (Nagi and Corwin, 1972a: 19). 
311t is noteworthy that the two biggest ongoing projects in the sociology of 
science funded bv NSF arP. admini~tPrPd hy MPrtnn (S&n;400) ~nn H~o~rrnm 
($47,100) (American Sociological Association, 1972:10). 
CHAPTER THREE 
!This refers to research centers whose function is to update their data banks 
and make the archives economically available in "raw form" to researchers 
(cf. Glenn, 1972). 
2This is a chronic peril in sociology, unless a highly visible specialist 
(say, Zuckerman) fields the instrument under a prestigious letterhead (e.g., 
Bureau for Applied Research or Columbia University). 
3Most scientists--hard and soft alike--inflate their prolificity on the vita, 
and the researcher must disqualify publications for a variety of reasons. 
This has been Robert McGinnis' experience, as related in conversation with 
the writer. 
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4Any panel-type survey arouses the conditions of the "Heisenberg principle": 
the process of repeated interviews with the same respondents exerts an influ-
ence on their actual labor market behavior. If this is so, there is an 
element of uncertainty in the findings that eclipses the uncertainty created 
by sampling and response errors. It is conceivable that raising hypothetical 
questions about alternative jobs suggests courses of action to respondents 
that otherwise would not have occurred to them. If so, the extent of mobil-
ity in the sample will differ from that in the universe it represents 
(Parnes, 1972:15). 
5some non-sociology Ph.D. 's (with a minor concentration in sociology) have 
also been found in the now-defunct~ listings. 
6some ;ournals. like Journal of Gerontologv. Journal of Social Issues. and 
Journal of Conflict Resolution, were deleted because sociologists were found 
to be infrequent contributors or the journal was too new to have accepted 
(or perhaps attracted) manuscripts from more than a handful of CMs. 
7The writer did the bulk of the counting himself, though David Schwartz and 
Yvon Yanguroru assisted with ASR and SF, Coding errors were reduced by com-
paring the number of indexed articles to the number counted in the journal 
volumes themselves on a spot-check basis. 
8 Self-references, where a CM cited his own work, were omitted. 
9The possibility of negative citation has been discussed by Gaston: 
~/11 citation-counts as measures of the quality of work are 
based on the idea that the more citations to a particular piece 
of research, the more valuable it is (or has been) to the sci-
entific community. In other words, quality is undeniably con-
nected to utility. It is the case, of course, that citations 
with a negative reference to a piece of work are measures of 
lack of quality .... .LB/egative appraisal could indicate 
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that the work being cited had some utility--it may be serving 
as a starting point of raising some otherwise hidden or over-
looked issues (1970:728). 
lOonly one in a sample of 214 was trapped by this sampling artifact (Chubin, 
1972: 5ff). 
CHAPTER FOUR 
lwhen this population is stratified by year, the following distribution of 
CMs selected into the sample emerges: 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
Ph.D. 's 
N 
188 
170 
117 
174 
183 
832 
Granted 
:& 
22.6 
20.4 
14.1 
20.9 
., ? () 
-""' .. v 
100.0 
Ph.D.' s in Sample 
N :& 
44 18.8 
61 26.1 
34 14.5 
48 20.5 
/,., 20.l 
--=.!... 
234 100.0 
Considering that simple random, rather than stratified sampling was employed 
the sample seems fairly representative of the proportions of doctorates pro-
duced annually in the five-year period. 
2The decrease in the percentage of women doctorate sociologists produced from 
1940 to 1960 and beyond raises the spectre of male chauvinism in science--a 
topic not addressed at all in this research. For trends as to the careers 
of women in science, see Davis (1969), Folger et _gl. (1970:280-304), Jackson 
(1972), NAS (1967:107-121; 1968:69-98), and Rossi (1970). 
3 Indeed. about 40 percent of each cohort earned the baccalaureate from what 
in 1970 were still exclusively undergraduate institutions. Likewise, less 
than 10 percent received the four-year degree from foreign universities. 
4The writer is grateful to Betty Crowther for clarifying this rationale. 
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5For a comprehensive review of causal approaches to the aggregation problem, 
see Hannan (197la; 1972). Particular aggregation-disaggregation problems 
incurred in longitudinal research are also discussed by Hannan (197lb). 
6 Twenty-seven variables produces 27(26) = 351 intercorrelations of which 17-18 
2 
will be significant by chance at P< . 05. 
7Within the 50s cohort, it was also determined post factum that movers took 
significantly less time (t=2.47, 183df, P< .025, 2-tailed test) to earn the 
Ph.D. than nonmovers. Job data at a minimum of two job intervals were 
required to include a CM in the analysis. Application of the decision rule 
precluded a similar t-test comparing mean age at Ph.D. for movers vs. non-
movers. 
8statistics comoiled bv NSF (1969:101-104. Tables A-1'5 and A-16) and Harmon 
(1965:63-66) show that scientists engaged in academic management or adminis-
tration and in private industry earn higher salaries than scientists whose 
primary work is teaching or research in an academic setting. Hopper's (1967: 
152-153) data on sociologists in the 1966 NSF Register of Scientific and 
Technical Personnel reveal similar salary differentials. As a field, soci-
ology lags behind most others--including all others in the social sciences--
in median annual salary. However, the lag has slackened considerably since 
1964. 
9The writer is hopeful that someone will soon try to concretize with mobility 
data the hearsay regarding the attractiveness of colleges like Antioch, 
Oberlin, and Reed. 
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llAbbott (1973) has indeed detected a "substantial openness" in the structure 
of Ph.D.-granting sociology departments: from 1964-68,"distinguished" 
departments (see c1 in Appendix D) granted 9.1 percent few doctorates than 
they did from 1955-64. But the quality was balanced by the upward mobility 
of departments ranked "good," "adequate," or unrated by Cartter (1966) which 
were subsequently ranked "strong," "good," or "adequate" by Roose and 
Andersen (1970). 
CHAPTER FIVE 
1No bias in the origins of CMs dropped from the analysis was found. A non-
significant chi-square for each cohort confirmed that those from a Hughes-
or a Keniston-ranked Ph.D.-granting department were deleted proportionately 
to these from unranlced depart!r..ents. 
2see Bartos (1967:130-136, 144-146) for alternative approaches to this state. 
30ne should recognize that this says nothing about within-sector moves which 
the Spilerman (1972a:291-292ff) model cannot distinguish from the absence of 
a move. Presently, both situations entail no change of state. Recording of 
i-to-i transitions requires a different conceptualization (cf. Spilerman, 
1972b) which is not the focus of this chapter. 
4
spilerman (1972a:283) explains that, in dealing with individual-level data 
relating to an event's occurrence or non-occurrence, a large idiosyncratic 
component may be involved so that even small increases in the explained vari 
ance demand the consideration of many additional variables. Aggregation of 
these data, however, shifts the level of explanation; the individual is no 
longer paramount (Stinchcombe, 1968:67-68). 
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5The significance of each coefficient of multiple determination was judged 
according to F=f R2 1 rN-Kl with K-1 and N-K degrees of freedom and K being 
l}-R2j U<-U 
the number of variables in the equation (Hays, 1963:573). 
61t is likely that the pooling of off-diagonal moves (M) did more to obscure 
any real heterogeneity than to clarify it. Inclusion of other variables froll\ 
the correlation matrix in Appendix B as predictors of movement was precluded 
by the problem of multicollinearity (Althauser, 1971; R. Gordon, 1968). 
70ne parameter not even estimated for the present populations is funding. 
McGinnis (1972) found that the source and amount of external funding of doc-
torate programs predicted almost flawlessly the productivity and job sector 
of a sample of bioscientists. Future research on graduate programs and 
evaluations of the II ~ , It proauccs of those programs should definitely not over-
look funding as a determinant. 
Ssirnilarly, predoctoral publication may not be an indication of scholarly 
potential. Attenuation of the simple r's between "predoc" and the publica-
tion measures as the career progresses suggests that predoctoral publication 
is often due more to the mentor who coauthored the piece than to the CM who 
is autonomously less productive. 
9An attempt to model ~he process only for those CMs trained in Hughes- or 
Keniston-ranked departments was abandoned for this reason. 
lOPositions in the laboratories of NIMH, for example, have contributed to the 
high productivity of some sociologists who subsequently moved to top-ranked 
sociology departments. 
I 11This may be done under the guise of joint appointments. 
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12By 1970, the "graduate degree-granting department' category employed in this 
and the previous chapter was composed of Ph.D.-granting departments only, 
with a host of "undergraduate" institutions offering an M.A. in sociology. 
This "uplifting" of the degree structure has moved most to decry the "union 
card" status of the Ph.D. degree and prompted some to propose liberating 
the university through the demise of the degree structure (Baldwin, 1973). 
13Distinguishing this apparent nonstationarity from heterogeneity is a com-
pelling problem in modeling intragenerational mobility processes (cf. 
McFarland, 1970:472). In a similar vein, the use of ten-year intervals coul 
very well be obscuring short-term, e.g., cyclical trends in the time-series 
Still another measurement problem stems from having four intervals and a 
small N: no decent test for a hi2her-order M:irkou r.h~in i~ no~~ihlP.. Bn~h 
of these hypotheses cannot yet be dismissed. 
CHAPTER SIX 
lThe migration of presidents of the American Sociological Society is an excep 
tion, showing where the "seeds" of the discipline were planted, but not wher 
the "flowers" grew (cf. Odum, 1951:28-31). 
2Since Comte, creative sociological work has continued unabated in wartime, 
though the foci of work are surely changed by the crisis. 
3The McCarthy era was probably the most insidious attempt to encroach on aca-
demic freedom in the short history of American sociology (cf. Lazarsfeld and 
Thielens, 1958; Maciver, 1955). 
4Beshers and Laumann (1967) recommend that the matrix of mean first passage 
times of a stationary .Markov chain be utilized to estimate the social 
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distances among occupational classes. They reason that the greater the 
passage time from one occupation to another, the greater ought to be the 
social distance between them. This idea seems helpful for sorting out invis-
ible college memberships. 
5This relationship is offered and practiced by Norris Larson, but see 
Zuckerman and Merton (1972:315). 
6The attitude of 85 percent of the A.S.A. membership was favorable toward such• 
an orientation (Gouldner and Sprehe, 1965:44). 
7This excludes acknowledgments of technical assistance, like computer pro-
grannning, coding, and statistical work. 
SA refined book publication measure was recently introduced (Clemente, 1972). 
It shows that "books received11 by ASR and AJS is superior to a criterion of 
"books reviewed" therein, despite the different book review policies of the 
two journals (cf. Pullum~ al., 1970; Stinchcombe and Ofshe, 1969). 
9Unless Friedrichs is speaking .filS. cathedra or of disciplines other than soci-
ology, this is sheer conjecture. 
10Estimates of the number of new doctorates by 1979 now range between 35,000 
and 45,000 (Kidd, 1973:542). If they are producing equally throughout each 
year of the decade, then A.S.A. (Finsterbusch, 1972:2) estimates of 1972 
production of doctorate sociologists (N=646-661) would far exceed--by 12.6 
to 16.1 percent--the 2 percent of sociologists (NSF, 1968:13) in the scien-
tific labor force. The magnitude of the projected growth is preposterous, 
even if other disciplines were to massively subdue their Ph.D. production. 
11Furthermore, since the growth in specialty literatures is not uniform (Stehr, 
1972:7), differential risk of citation must be controlled. Citation 
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practices that affect the half-life of citation sources and the number of 
"polite" citations (e.g., largely irrelevant ones to mentors and to "masters" 
--past and present) merit scrutiny (McGinnis, 1973:16). Indeed, if the 
intended audience of an article appearing in a specialty journal is shrink-
ing relative to the total size of the disciplinary audience, then citations 
to work published in that and related journals should outnumber citations to 
the "general" literature (cf. Oromaner, 1967). In high paradigm sciences, 
this pattern and few references to the "classics" are typical. The master-
works become so assimilated into the flow of work that their accomplishments 
are taken for granted. "Polite" citations abound in low paradigm sciences 
because they legitimate either studying the problem or studying it in a 
particular way. Some specialties have progressed beyond this tradition, but 
' 
I 
most "contemporary sociologists are as much the creators of their trad-
ition as they are its beneficiaries and prisoners11 (Shils, 1970:818). See, 
too, Westie's (1973:26•29) findings on the· "immortality" of A.S.A. presi-
dents: 
12This prophecy is solely in the "priestly mode 11 of intersubjectivity, and 
therefore, is not shared by Friedrichs' (1970:177; 1972:454) ''dialectical 
sociology." 
1'1'?.'ft'>'" ····~,~~f•tiiii·iliii.o --- -·· ··•·•~·c:•;·<>'l'"·""~ --
''-'"'"'f·'~~>:""'"f""',~~t;;~J'lf!\"":'"'1•·~-· 
·- , rrner 't · · - ---... 
APPENJIIX A 
Growth Trends in Soc:lc•logy as Indicated by 
Two of Its Main~tream Journals 
Percentage of Art.cles P~rcentage of Articles 
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'° Sour~ w 
ASR 1950 85 1007 11.85 6.55 5.76 1.39 25.32 52.53 8.44 82.35 17.65 45.88 5.88 
1960 67 1167 17.42 12.60 5.40 2.06 21.34 61.52 4.46 85.07 14.92 29.85 40.30 
1970 54 1632 30.22 11.27 5.21 1.53 23.77 54.60 3.74 57.41 42.59 31.48 51.85 
g 1949-50 51 727 14.25 3.99 3.58 1.92 19.67 64.37 6.46 96.08 3.92 29.41 7.84 
1959-60 51 742 14.55 11.18 6.47 4.45 25.88 42. 72 9.30 52.94 47.06 43.14 35.29 
1969-70 43 888 20.65 11.82 5.29 3.94 26.24 45. 72 6.98 55.81 44.19 23.26 34.88 
-APPENJIX B 
Zero-Order Pearsonian Correlationsa am,,ng 27 Input-Output Variables, by Cohortb 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
(1) Age 1000 843 -269 -205 -269 -261 -133 -103 -170 -219 -255 -231 -202 -192 -105 Ph.D. 1000 643 -302 -221 -287 -250 -258 -192 -264 -258 -156 -202 NS 
(2) Lapse -218 -140 -228 -232 -082 -094 -095 -167 -206 -176 -196 -166 -073 
-228 -179 -213 -163 -176 -185 -189 -188 -149 -148 NS 
(3) Tot pub 833 978 771 740 657 792 928 990 941 761 570 469 
683 969 793 763 649 932 878 772 720 467 
(4) Bks 702 546 607 457 650 753 820 744 691 546 521 
482 375 470 225 576 706 392 653 682 
(5) Jr art 790 728 677 776 913 969 934 724 533 412 
825 756 703 925 816 794 643 330 
(6) ASR 657 341 620 693 737 678 685 662 524 
670 555 766 623 673 588 253 
(7) AJS 336 608 676 716 718 507 488 347 """ \0 
485 743 658 610 647 400 ~ 
(8) SF 596 662 684 676 430 258 204 
634 504 522 359 143 
(9) Pub5 906 827 775 558 460 375 
782 749 644 381 
(10) Publ5 957 919 645 528 451 
(11) Pub25 955 711 539 452 
(12) Sglau 531 483 402 
461 548 366 
(13) Attl 571 478 
638 386 
(14) Totcit 919 
845 
(15) Cbk 1000 
1000 
aaecimal points are omitted, e.g., -269 is to be read -0.269 
btop line in each row is for 30s cohort, bottom line :~s for 50s (blank indicates coefficients would 
involve variable that is irrelevant for 50s cohort, ·:herefore coefficient was not calculated) 
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(16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) M S.D. 
(1) Age -208 -171 -169 -170 -168 -129 -049 -118 -220 -205 -206 -150 33.852 6. 774 Ph.D. -190 -175 -181 -171 NS -197 33. 777 6.596 
(2) Lapse -189 -161 -146 -145 -145 -121 -046 -117 -189 -163 -190 -137 10.959 5.750 
NS NS NS NS NS -146 11.392 8.221 
"(3) Tot pub 630 471 492 516 567 508 288 408 659 630 607 505 4.167 7.170 
756 539 674 539 664 671 2.692 4.864 
(4) Bks 482 325 481 503 561 500 248 420 596 586 507 516 1.073 2.040 
425 224 696 447 562 756 .538 1.368 
(5) Jrart 632 486 456 479 523 470 2 8:> 370 629 595 594 460 3.068 5.593 
763 571 573 496 606 551 2.158 4.053 
.(6) ASR 766 744 619 628 662 456 222 396 692 590 700 575 • 692 1.803 ~ 734 651 594 551 509 456 .393 .967 
(7) AJS 638 518 449 475 510 376 C55 365 524 372 569 422 • 372 1.094 ~ 
685 343 605 617 536 569 • 291 .829 \JI 
(8) SF 275 136 216 253 266 357 27+ 257 353 406 294 289 .603 1.371 
466 360 323 299 440. 299 .278 .684 
(9) Pub5 521 419 415 443 447 504 30+ 415 550 538 520 433 1.389 2.100 
727 487 557 515 620 526 1.444 2.435 
(10) Publ5 556 425 476 488 509 537 2B 451 631 620 578 489 2.705 4.301 
(11) t'ub25 582 429 469 488 530 .503 29~ 403 634 621 .575 487 3. 778 6.270 
(12) Sglau 529 389 430 448 490 475 237 396 584 552 550 445 2.987 5.081 
551 385 558 342 488 670 1.440 3.140 
(13) Attl 611 482 476 514 561 421 263 326 579 540 529 488 .680 2.041 
712 467 523 526 599 471 .624 1.363 
(14) Totcit 867 791 982 965 967 622 15? 641 930 775 886 971 4. 726 21. 870 
830 516 887 826 843 871 2.051 6.137 
(15) Cbk 689 627 904 878 901 590 183 578 842 742 759 916 2.526 12.922 
435 164 774 696 734 827 .624. 3.187 
-----"""",,""' 
APPENDIX B ".Continued) 
(16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) czn (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) M S.D. 
(16) Cjr 1000 922 836 830 829 562 18:1 552 849 642 895 785 1.897 7.491 
1000 754 714 679 688 608 1.162 3.545 
(17) CFASR 804 761 742 385 10' .. 400 722 540 780 718 .769 4.171 
494 314 438 385 .397 1.536 
(18) IASR 959 946 602 11:: 647 903 744 870 965 1.068 5.826 
736 695 802 .372 1.298 
(19) IAJS 943 662 11:~ 706 885 679 879 962 .508 2.698 
652 631 .222 .955 
(20) !SF 618 1311 644 894 729 868 953 .538 2.632 
718 .261 .872 
(21) CITlO 43:! 899 776 625 779 628 .368 1.202 
(22) BKlO 033 271 484 131 136 .111 .450 
(23) ARTlO 744 479 822 660 .209 1.029 
(24) CIT20 882 944 888 1.513 4.986 
(25) BI<20 697 737 .590 1.926 
(26) ART20 840 .765 2.784 
(27) TOTSGL 1000 3.397 17.779 
1000 .927 3.356 
£'.i;.·,.: 
Label 
Age Ph.D. 
' 
Lapse 
Tot pub 
1 Bks 
Jr art 
I ASR j 
AJS 
~ I SF Pub5 Publ5 
Pub25 
Sglau 
Attl 
Totcit 
Cbk 
Cjr 
CFASR 
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APPENDIX B (Continued) 
Definition of Variable Labels 
Definition 
chronological age at Ph.D. 
B.A.-Ph.D. time lapse 
number of total career publications--articles plus books--
per CM 
number of books authored or edited by a CM that were 
reviewed in ASR or AJS 
number of articles published in twenty journals (see 
Table 3-2) 
ASR 
number of articles published in AJS 
SF 
number of publications produced during n-year period since 
receipt of Ph.D. 
number of total career publications that were single-
authored by CM 
number of multiple-authored publications in which CM was 
first-named in the attribution order 
number of sampled career citations to articles, books, 
theses, and chapters in books authored by CMs 
number of citations to books authored by CMs (appearing in a 
sample of journals--see Table 3-3) 
number of citations to journal articles authored by a CM 
(appearing in a sample of journals--see Table 3-3) 
number of citations to a CM's articles published in ASR 
Label 
-
IASR 
IAJS 
ISF 
CITlO 
CIT20 
ART10 
ART20 
BKlO 
BK20 
ITOTSGL 
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APPENDIX B (Continued) 
Definition 
number of citations to a CM's work cited in a 
sample of (see Table 3-3) 
ASR 
AJS 
SF 
number of citations to a CM's work cited within n-years 
since receipt of Ph .• D. 
number of citations to a CM's journal publications only 
cited within n-years since receipt of Ph.D. (see Table 3-3) 
number of citations to a CM's authored books only cited 
within n-years since receipt of Ph.D. 
number citations to a CM's work. that was 
single-authored only 
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APPENDIX C 
Schools Comprising Three Prestige 
of Ph.D. Ranks 
30s Cohorta 
Chicago, Columbia, Wisconsin, Minnesota, 
Michigan, Harvard 
Missouri, Pennsylvania, North Carolina, Yale, 
Illinois, Cornell, Ohio State, Bryn Mawr 
all other 
50s Cohortb 
Harvard, Columbia, Chicago, Michigan, Cornell, 
California (Berkeley) 
Minnesota, North Carolina, Washington (Seattle), 
Yale, California (Los Angeles), Wisconsin, 
Northwestern, Ohio State, Pennsylvania 
all other 
aadapted from R. Hughes (1925) 
badapted from Keniston (1959) 
Distinguished 
Strong 
Good and 
Adequate 
Unranked 
I 
I 
APPENDIX D 
Ph.D.- and M.A.-granting Sociology Departments 
Comprising Top Four Job Prestige Ranks 
Job Prestige in 1960a 
California (Berkeley), Harvard, Columbia, Chicago, 
Michigan 
Wisconsin, Cornell, Princeton, Minnesota, North 
Carolina, California (Los Angeles), Stanford, 
Washington (Seattle), Northwestern, Yale, 
Washington (St. Louis), Michigan State 
Illinois, Indiana, Johns Hopkins, New York 
University, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas, Brown, 
Duke, Iowa, New School, Ohio State, Pennsylvania 
State, Pittsburgh, Purdue, Southern California, 
Washington State 
all other graduate degree-granting departments 
Job Prestige in 1970b 
California (Berkeley), Harvard, Chicago, Columbia, 
Michigan, Wiscons·in, North Carolina 
California (Los Angeles), Cornell, Johns Hopkins, 
Northwestern, Princeton, Washington (Seattle), 
Yale, Minnesota, Stanford, Michigan State, Texas, 
Indiana, Brandeis, Pennsylvania 
Brown, Duke, Illinois, New York University, Oregon, 
Southern California, Vanderbilt, Washington (St. 
Louis), State University of New York (Buffalo), 
Case Western Reserve, Colorado, Florida State, Iowa 
Massachusetts, Missouri, New School, Notre Dame, ' 
Ohio State, Pennsylvania State, Pittsburgh, Purdue, 
Syracuse, Tulane, Washington State 
all other graduate degree-granting departments 
a badapted from Cartter's (1966) "Rated Quality of Graduate Faculty" 
adapted from Roose and Anderson's (1970) "Rated Quality of Graduate Faculty" 
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APPENDIX E 
Observed One-Step Transition Matrices - 30s Cohort 
JOBlST to JOB1940 
A B c D n. 1• pi• 
A • 974 .026 .ooo .ooo 38 .286 
P3 
B .068 .881 .034 .017 59 .444 
= 
.130 .130 .652 .087 23 .173 c 
D .154 .154 .077 .615 13 .098 
1940 to 1950 
A B c D ni· Pf. 
A I· 761 .130 .087 .0221 46 .346 
,... B .241 .707 .034 .017 58 .436 
.. 4 = c I . lll .278 .556 .056J 18 .135 
1 
D L.ooo .182 .273 .545 11 .083 
1950 to 1960 
A B c D ni· Pi· 
A .824 .059 .078 .039 51 .383 
B .056 .889 .056 .ooo 54 .406 
PS = c .105 .105 .684 .105 19 .143 
D .ooo .ooo .ooo 1.000 9 .068 
1960 to 1970 
A B c D ni· Pi· 
A .979 .ooo .000 .02L 47 .353 
p6 
B .000 • 962 .ooo • 038 53 .398 
= 
.000 .900 c .050 .050 20 .150 
D .ooo .ooo .ooo L.000 13 .098 
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APPENDIX E (Continued) 
Observed OneOStep Transition Matrices - 50s Cohort 
' 
JOBlST to JOB1960 
l A B c D ni· pi· 
A [742 .136 .045 .076 66 .375 
P5 
B .102 • 746 .068 .085 59 .335 
= 
• 
c .044 .044 .739 .174 23 .131 
I D .250 .143 .036 .571 28 .159 
1960 to 1970 
A B c D ni• pi· 
A 1.682 .127 .063 .12~1 63 .358 p,, B .138 • 741 .017 .103 58 .330 = ~ -. -I • .:."tV • J..:.V o"tVV oL"tV I LJ • J.c.+L 
1 
D L-133 .133 .067 .667j 30 .170 
A: graduate degree-granting sociology department 
B: B.A.-granting sociology department 
C: nonacademic--government and private--sector 
D: academic-nonsociology sector 
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